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STFT fiTOT TTO WIT p HlP f f^UFTFT TO TJSZPfc RcbdH 
Separate Paging is given to this Part in order that it may be fded as a separate compilation 


4PT II—3—H-HTO ( ii ) 

PART II—Section 3—Sub-section (ii) 

TORT WcbH cfc M4 m4)' ( T8JT cti tfUcM ) ?[RT TOft fTOT TOT TOflfTOT 3TO=$T 3ft? 3Tf£H£oHll/ 

Statutory Orders and Notifications Issued by the Ministries of the Government of India 

(Other than the Ministry of Defence) 


TOtTOTT 

if flTOft, 19TOTOt,2016 

TO.3TT. 302.—-4)^4 4R4>K 45) TO TTcifcl ^tcTT t f%, 
?TOT TOMcgj 31^) 3 vifedRild iMl Tfr 7p) if cblleil 
3TfifTTTRT f%4 TORT 4§) TOTORTT t; 

3fk fTOTT47 TOTO4T RTOflfllTO/TfrRTOft/^R 
(#TTO?T)/ 7^/479, cTT^Tl 2 R'HH'*!, 2015 41 f^TRT^T 

toto 3 iMci tjRt sTro 7 ^ Tzfft ai-dRki t, RRTtot 
7TOT4TO, fpTOT 3fR TOTOJTOT (UoikHTO) TfT 444icH4 

1 IT cblileil PlTO4\ 1, cbM'RHcH ^U37RT chlcH<Uldl - 
700001 cblillcHl 1 IT RTU37ST cbld^V^H 
(nvTO SRJIRt), TfRl llTO, f^eTRTJT—495006 (Uvp4kl<i) 
7fT 4>l4fcH4 if f%4T TOT TO41TT t; 

3RT: 3T4, 4)^4 4R47R, 4TTTOTT 1R47 Sfl (3Tlfl 
sfR Rich rt) stPRtto, 1957 (1957 41 20) (RrT ^Rf ^TOfT 
TOUT WT 3ftta 4TH 14T f) 4?) 4RT 4 4§f WIRT (l) 


ITRT TORT TOtorf 41 TUTU 4R^ TTR ipfTO R 

TfMcT tjR[ if TproT 41 TJ^SRT HU) p TORT 3TTTOT 4?) 7J44T 

tcfr t ; 

TOTOfTRT if 4f% 7p) if f%cT4TOT 4^ 

TlfTfcl— 

(i) l=Ujaf Tpf IT TOTO) fpp 1RT IT ^ Tjfif if IT 
W4) TOR f%7fl 3TRr4H Tf) 3Tlfl tr 3TTafl ; IT 

(ii) WT STfPpET iTf 1 RT 4 4^t TO4-1RT ( 3 ) TfT 
3T#4 4 TT if 44pf IT Ip? STfcT IT RTPHTfcTcT STfcT 
3TR)Pl40 4 ?) 1RT 6 4?1 \34—1RT (l) STsfRf 
f%4fl 44RTUfl ^ fM TTfcT4R 41 4T4T 4R lU^TT; 
IT 

p) wi sriPPri 4 to 13 i5t wtrt ( 1 ) ^ 

3T#4 7RTRT It ^ ijffTO STplf^UTr 7^ ifll ^ 
IT \341 3 Tf^Pl 40 p) eTRT 13 4^t T34—1RT ( 4 ) 7^ 
3T#4 7RTRT ll ITf 7^ fM Tlfc[7fR 
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70 TET TfR TTT^ET 3ft7 7T0T STfsJrf^TEE 4^1 ERT 13 
4^ EE—EI7T (l) ^ 75^ (i) ^ 7TS (iv) R RiPiRtd 
REf 7fT WI 3 WTE TEE 0[ v3L|<f$fd TfRp ^ 
fcT^r wr ^ tt tttiPie TEfr Rprf^rat, etc! sfR 
3EE 4TdPd)' trI Tjq^ Tf^rrr, 


?7T 3Tf&H;jEHI ^ xHvHLid *T Mcbl^H 4^ El/lTE TT E^ 
f^T TfT •jffcR RT77TTE0 31^70^ ET fTlETEREST (7M7<l), 
01E7E |7Sp cbleiM^^H felft^E, 7?IEE %S, Pe1NTy7-495006 
(EceflTEIci) TEl 7TRETT I 


vutiph 

%7 EfeET 70T0, f^r^TDT^R SlE, 
f^TcTT— 71,7^14,7 3fR 7T7RRTT, U>/Tl77 J l<i 

(^700 WTT 47l47ll4ef/^47H^/pfrTR(^l4cHu[l)/^/ 479, ET^TE 2 P7TH7, 2015) 

%IOj It Ld HfaP/o 


0R 

7T. 


RET 70 
ETR 


RTE 

WIT 


Mecll^l 

ge0l 

WIT 


c167Tle1 


pTefT £e 

3 


fetqf&Fif 


1. 

RTtTIRT 

275 

11 



204.300 

RET 

2. 

tM 

270 

12 



397.880 

RET 

3. 

7T407I 

418 

27 



108.640 

RET 

4. 

REfl 

659 

12 



667.780 

RET 

5. 

t[E7T 

138 

01 

el7sM^7 

7T0J0T 

366.440 

RET 


TgeT : 1745.040 ^<4C7 (eEETR) ET 4311.99 40 ^ (eEETE) 


qmi jf{k ou Hfe% 


0 . 

7T. 


0RI^Ae WIT 


TIE 70 MR 


R 


PRPlili 


PET 1728, RET 1729, 
RET 1759, RET 1760, 
RET 1761 

tMeERET 1843, 
tMeERET 1844. 


TTTfsTcT RR 


TTTfsTcT cTR 


593.110 


389.173 


RET 


RET 


ETeT : 982.283 5?<Ri7 (eETEE) ET 2427.22 40 S (eEEET) 
Tgef RET (0+7E) = 2727.323 ^<4C7 (eEEET) ET 6739.21 40 s (eEEET) 


I heko, 0% 

0—7E ^70, ' 0 ' 7^ 3TRR ifcfl ^ sftE RET EMt 3f0 

REfl TfJ v3TtT$T, RET 7T407I 7f> REE RET TT ^7ell 
|lf RET 7T407I 7^ T^ff TfETT E REr; '30 E? f^TeTefT 

tl 

71—R ^70, RRTj '30 3 ^ 3TRE i?Rfl % 3f[3 RET 7TM0I7, 
REfl 7^ T£?[ TfER ^ J J,vHRcTl E^t TfT 4 ^eR| 

f%ET^ R REE; 'R' tr f^TRRfl 11 


E-E ^30, REE; 'R' TT 3TRE RRft t 3fft RET RcRT TfT 
REE RET, TTTfsTcT tie TT RRfl Ip^ REg "0 tr 
RleTcfl 11 

E —0 ^ 70 , RUg 'e' /f 3 TRE Rtcfl % 3 flR 7 T 7 f$IE TfR R 7 f 

RTR RTtTIRT 7^ t^[ RET ^ REfl 3TT7PI0 '0' 
E 7 f^RRcft 11 

[0T. 0. 43015/3/2016—tfrSTRSil^0^-1] 
RR?lE ^RTR, 3 T 7 R TT^ET 
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MINISTRY OF COAL 

New Delhi, the 19th February, 2016 

S.O. 302. —Whereas it appears to the Central 
Government that Coal is likely to be obtained from the 
lands in the locality mentioned in the Schedule annexed 
hereto; 

And whereas, the plan bearing number/SECL/BSP/ 
GM(PLG)/L AN D/479, dated the 2nd December, 2015 
containing details of the area covered by this notification 
may be inspected at the office of the Collector, District 
Surajpur and Surguja (Chhattisgarh) or at the office of the 
Coal Controller, 1, Council House Street, Kolkata-700001 
or at the office of the South Eastern Coalfields Limited 
(Revenue Section), Seepat Road, Bilaspur-495006 
(Chhattisgarh); 

Now, therefore, in exercise of the powers conferred 
by sub-section (1) of section 4 of the Coal Bearing Areas 
(Acquisition and Development) Act, 1957 (20 of 1957), 
(hereinafter referred to as the said Act), the Central 
Government hereby gives notice of its intention to prospect 
for coal in the land described in the aforesaid Schedule; 

Any person interested in the land described in the 
above mentioned Schedule may— 


(i) Objection to the acquisition of the whole or any 
part of the land, or of any rights in over such 
lands; or 

(ii) claim compensation under sub-section (1) of 
section 6 of the said Act for any damage caused 
or likely to be caused by any action taken under 
sub-section (3) of section 4 thereof; or 

(iii) claim compensation under sub-section (1) of 
section 13 of the said Act, in respect of 
prospecting license ceasing to have effect or 
under sub-section (4) of section 13 of the said 
Act for mining lease ceasing to have effect, and 
deliver all maps, charts and other documents 
relating to the aforesaid land to show the 
expenditure incurred in respect of items specified 
in clauses (i) to (iv) of sub-section (1) of section 
13 of the said Act, 

to the Officer-in-Charge or Head of the Department 
(Revenue), South Eastern Coalfields Limited, Seepat Road, 
Bilaspur-495006 (Chhattisgarh) within ninety days from 
the date of publication of this notification in the Official 
Gazette. 


SCHEDULE 

Rehar West Block, Bishrampur Area, 
District- Surajpur and Surguja, Chhattisgarh 


(Plan bearing number SECL/BSP/GM(PLG)/LAND/479, dated the 2nd December, 2015) 

(A) Revenue Land: 


SI. No. 

Name of 

Village 

Village 

Number 

Patwari 

Halka 

Number 

Tahsil 

District 

Area in 

hectares 

Remarks 

1 . 

Jobga 

275 

11 

Surajpur 

Surajpur 

204.300 

Part 

2. 

Pondi 

270 

12 

Surajpur 

Surajpur 

397.880 

Part 

3. 

Sapkara 

418 

27 

Surajpur 

Surajpur 

108.640 

Part 

4. 

Mani 

659 

12 

Surajpur 

Surajpur 

667.780 

Part 

5. 

Getra 

138 

01 

Lakhanpur 

Surguja 

366.440 

Part 




Total: 

1745.040 hectares (approximately) or 4311.99 acres (approximately) 

(B) Protected Forest Land: 

SI. No. Compartment number 


Type of Forest 

Area in hectares 

Remarks 

1 . 

Part 1728, Part 1729, Part 1759, 

Part 1760, Part 1761 

Protected Forest 

593.110 

Part 


2. 

V VN Part 1843, VVN Part 1844 

Protected Forest 

389.173 

Part 



Total: 982.283 hectares (approximately) or 2427.22 acres (approximately) 
Grand total (A+B)= 2727.323 hectares (approximately) or 6739.21 acres (approximately) 
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Boundary Description: 

A-B Line starts from point ‘A’ and passes through 
northern part of village Pondi and Mani, middle 
part of village Sapkara and meets at point ‘B’ on 
the eastern boundary of village Sapkara. 

B-C Line starts from point ‘B ’ and passes along eastern 
boundary of villages Sapkara, Mani and meets at 
point ‘C’ on the western bank of Rehar river. 

C-D Line starts from point ‘C’ and passes through 
middle part of village Getra, Protected Forest and 
meets at point ‘D’. 

D-A Line starts from point ‘D’ and passes through 
Protected Forest, eastern part of village Jobga 
and meets at starting point ‘A’. 

[F. No. 43015/3/2016-PRIW-I ] 
SUJEET KUMAR, Under Secy. 


m TJcf fPsFTTT 

10 TRRRt, 2016 

cFl.StT. 303.—3f|£llP|ck fRRTT 3#rfWT, 1947 ( 1947 TiT 
14) RTRT 17 3 R 3 RRRT ^#4 RTRRTR 3W 

ddl<b«]fWH ^ WTTR TT RRT5 Pd 4 M<bl =b*k>K 

TT SRpLr aiklPlch fRRlT R ^#4 RR4RR 

3lklPl<* 3#RRRR ijcf ^TRTRRT, ^ W 

[RTT4 (RMsnf^RT) RT. 97/2005] R/l Wlfw RRRl t # 
^#4 RRRRR 09/02/2016 RR RTRT |[34T RT I 

[RT. RRR-40012/17/2003-3TT^3TR (Tgfcj)] 
TP ^uj,JHMl<rl, RRT 3#TRRR[ 

MINISTRY OF LABOUR AND EMPLOYMENT 

New Delhi, the 10th February, 2016 

S.O. 303 .—In pursuance of Section 17 of the 
Industrial Disputes Act, 1947 (14 of 1947), the Central 
Government hereby publishes the award [I.D. Reference 
(CGITA) No. 97/2005] of the Central Government Industrial 
Tribunal Cum-Labour Court, Ahemdabad now as shown 
in the Annexure in the Industrial Dispute between the 
employers in relation to the management of the Department 
of Telecommunication and their workman, which was 
received by the Central Government on 09/02/2016. 

[No. L-40012/17/2003-IR (DU)] 

P. K. VENUGOPAL, Desk Officer 


ANNEXURE 

BEFORE THE CENTRAL GOVERNMENT 
INDUSTRIAL TRIBUNAL-CUM-LABOUR COURT, 
AHMEDABAD 

Present: 

Pramod Kumar Chaturvedi, Presiding Officer, 
CGIT cum Labour Court, 

Ahmedabad, 

Dated 13th January, 2016 

Reference: (CGITA) No.97/2005 

1. The Sub-Divisional Officer, Telegraphs, 

Telecom Deptt., 

Deesa(BK) 0385535 

2. The Chief General Manager, 

Telecom Deptt., BSNL, 

Khanpur, 

Ahmedabad 

3. The General Manger, Telecom Distt., 

Telecom Deptt., 

Palanpur Telecom, 

Dist. Joravar Palace, 

Palanpur (BK)-385001 ...First Party 

Vs. 

Their Workman 

Sh. Harishankar Bhagat, 

Through the Org. Secretary, 

The association of Railway & 

Post Employees, 

15, Shashi Apartment, 

Nr. Anjalee Cinema, 

Vasna Road, Ahmedabad ...Second Party 

For the First Party : Sh. N.K. Trivedi, 

Advocate 

For the Second Party : 

AWARD 

The Government of India/Ministry of Labour, New 
Delhi by reference adjudication Order No. L-40012/17/2003- 
IR(DU) dated 18.10.2005 referred the dispute for 
adjudication to the Industrial Tribunal, Ahmedabad 
(Gujarat) in respect of the matter specified in the Schedule: 

SCHEDULE 

“Whether the demand of the Association of Railway 
& Post Employees, Ahmedabad for reinstatement of 
Shri Harishankar Bhagat, Ext. Casual Labour by the 
management of Telecom District Manager, Palanpur/ 
S. D.O.T. Deesa, Bharat Sanchar Nigam Ltd., 
(Telecom Department) is proper and justified ? If so, 
to what relief the concern workman is entitled for 
and since when?” 
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2. This reference dates back to 18.10.2005. All the 
parties were served by the registered post. Sh. N.K. Trivedi 
filed vakalatnama on behalf of the first party. Number of 
the opportunities was given to the second party for filing 
the statement of claim but the statement of claim was not 
filed by the second party. 

3. Shri N.K. Trivedi moved an application (Ex.4) 
alleging that enough time has been given to the second 
party to file the statement of claim, therefore, the case may 
be closed in default of the second party. Application 
deserves to be allowed. 

4. In the light of the aforesaid circumstances, it appears 
that second party is not interested in the proceedings of 
the reference. Therefore, Tribunal has no option but to 
dismiss the reference in default of the second party. 

The reference is dismissed in default of the second 

party. 

P. K. CHATURVEDI, Presiding Officer 
10 WP(,2016 

cFT.StT. 304—3fl4lPl* -faoTK 3#m, 1947 (1947 *T 
14) cfft Sjro 17 <£ 3Hjtpu| 7K*R '4K7T tNk fWT 

feffe ^ WRPT TT TUfS pH<4lv4<=bT 3TR ^ 

#ei, spjsfa 4' 3ii4lPi* feu 4 ifefa i* 

srffeTU fe 8PT 31WI, ^ W [fe4 

(feftfefe) 71. 1216/2004] *4 y*lf4ld 
7P*H *4 09/02/2016 *4 WU t[3IT I 

[4. T^T-4001 l/29/2002-3TTf3TR (fej)] 

4t. fen 3#r*m 

New Delhi, the 10th February, 2016 

S.O. 304. —In pursuance of Section 17 of the 
Industrial Disputes Act, 1947 (14 of 1947), the Central 
Government hereby publishes the award [I.D. Reference 
(CGITA) No. 1216/2004] of the Central Government 
Industrial Tribunal Cum-Labour Court, Ahemdabad now 
as shown in the Annexure in the Industiral Dispute between 
the employers in relation to the management of the Bharat 
Sanchar Nigam Limited and their workman, which was 
received by the Central Government on 09/02/2016. 

[No. L-40011/29/2002-IR (DU)] 

P. K. VENUGOPAL, Desk Officer 

ANNEXURE 

BEFORE THE CENTRAL GOVERNMENT 
INDUSTRIAL TRIBUNAL-CUM-LABOUR COURT, 
AHMEDABAD 

Present: 

Pramod Kumar Chaturvedi, Presiding Officer, 
CGIT cum Labour Court, 


Ahmedabad, 

Dated 6 th January, 2016 

Reference: (CGITA) No. 1216/2004 

Reference: (I.T.C.) No. 7/2003 

The General Manager, 

Telecom District, 

BSNL, Rajkot Division, 

Lohanagar Building, 

Gondal Road, 

Rajkot-1 ...First Party 

Vs. 

Their Workman 
Through the President, 

Saurastra Employees Union, 

‘City Shops’ 3 rd Floor, 

Opp. Jagnath Police Chowky, 

Dr. Yagnik Road, 

Rajkot ...Second Party 

For the First Party : Sh. H.R. Raval, Advocate 

For the Second Party : 

AWARD 

The Government of India/Ministry of Labour, New 
Delhi by reference adjudication Order No. L- 40011/29/ 
2002-IR(DU) dated 09.01.2003 referred the dispute for 
adjudication to the Industrial Tribunal, Ahmedabad 
(Gujarat) in respect of the matter specified in the Schedule: 

SCHEDULE 

“Whether the action of the management of Telecom 
Dept. (Now BSNL) in imposing the penalty of 
stoppage of one increment for 3 years with 
cumulative effect on Sh. H.P Joshi is just, fair and 
legal? If not, to what relief the workman is entitled?” 

2. This reference dates back to 09.01.2003. Both the 
parties putting their appearance. But second party did not 
prefer to submit his statement of claim despite giving 
number of opportunities. Moreover, by the Gazette of India, 
Extraordinary, Part II, Section 3, Sub Section (ii). 
Government of India, Ministry of Personnel, Public 
Grievances and Pensions (Department of Personal and 
Training), New Delhi dated 31.10.2008, Bharat Sanchar 
Nigam Limited has been kept out the jurisdiction of C.G.I.T.. 
Thus, the present reference is not maintainable. 

3. Moreover, both the parties are not appeared to be 
interested in the proceedings of the reference. Therefore, 
Tribunal has no option but to dismiss the reference in 
default of the second party. 

The reference is dismissed in default of the second party. 

P. K. CHATURVEDI, Presiding Officer 
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^ fYrvft, 10 WpY,2016 

eF1.3JT. 305— sfmtfwfsroTK 3#rfWT, 1947 ( 1947 

14) ^ ETIRT 17 3H^fRU| RR37R 3W 

<£ WTT4 <£ RRTg: fRqRpfY sfR cb4<=bK 
^ 3RJ5TO if 3)1^1 PI <=b fg^lT 3 ^#4 RR45R 

3)1^1 PI <=b 3#RRRU1 Ref m ^TRTRRT, 31?WR ^ W 
[RTT4 (RfNT3TTf^TTi) Rf. 1161/2004] Ttwfw wY t Rif 
^#4 RR44R ^ 09/02/2016 ^ WRT f3H an I 

[Rf. TRT-40012/201/96-3nf3TR (^Rj)] 

Tl. Tf. t^RcR 3#RRTRl 


New Delhi, the 10th February, 2016 

S.O. 305. —In pursuance of Section 17 of the Industrial 
Disputes Act, 1947 (14 of 1947), the Central Government 
hereby publishes the award [I.D. Reference (CGITA) 
No. 1161/2004] of the Central Government Industrial Tribunal 
Cum-Labour Court, Ahmedabad now as shown in the 
Annexure in the Industiral Dispute between the employers 
in relation to the management of the Department of 
Telecommunication and their workman, which was received 
by the Central Government on 09/02/2016. 

[No. L-40012/201/96-IR (DU)] 

P. K. VENUGOPAL, Desk Officer 

ANNEXURE 

BEFORE THE CENTRAL GOVERNMENT 
INDUSTRIALTRIBUNAL CUM LABOUR COURT, 
AHMEDABAD 

Present: 

Pramod Kumar Chaturvedi, Presiding Officer, 
CGIT cum Labour Court, 

Ahmedabad, 

Dated 8th January, 2016 

Reference: (CGITA) No. 1161/2004 

Reference: (I.T.C.) No. 15/2000 

1. The Sub Divisional Officer, 

Telecom, 

Department of Telecom, 

Bhuj-370001 

2. The Sub Divisional officer, 

Phones D/o. Telecom 

Bhuj ...First Party 

Vs. 

Their Workman 

Sh. Bindeshwar Bhagat, 

Through the General Secretary, 


Western Railway Kamdar Sangh, 

T.D.2.,-17, 

Gurunagar, 

Gandhidham ...Second Party 

For the First Party : Smt. P.V. Kharsani, Advocate 
For the Second Party : 

AWARD 

The Government of India/Ministry of Labour, New Delhi 
by reference adjudication Order No. L- 40012/201/96- 
IR(DU) dated 06.11.2000 referred the dispute for 
adjudication to the Industrial Tribunal, Rajkot(Gujarat) in 
respect of the matter specified in the Schedule: 

SCHEDULE 

“Whether the action of the sub-Division officer. 
Telegraphs, Bhuj in terminating the services of 
Sh. Bindeshwar Bhagat, Mazdoor under Sub- 
Divisional Officer, Telegraphs,, Bhuj w.e.f. 31.08.1988 
is just, proper and legal? If not, to what relief the 
workman is entitled?” 

2. This reference dates back to 06.11.2000. Both the 
parties have been absent since last several dates and 
second party has also not filed the statement of claim. On 
some of the date first party’s counsel appeared. Thus, it 
appears that second party is not interested in the 
proceedings of the reference. Therefore, Tribunal has no 
option but to dismiss the reference in default of the second 
party. 

The reference is dismissed in default of the second 

party. 

P. K. CHATURVEDI, Presiding Officer 
M 10 TRRR], 2016 

e&r.srr. 306.—aftsjtfTRF fgcn^ 3#m, 1947 (1947 
14) SJRI 17^3^RRtJlT¥^^RR^^RRjRT5IRSin 
Rfe WRT TR5 frRRRT 3f[R ^ ^ WRRT ^ RR7* 

[HdWY sf[R cb4cM<T =R #4, SFpfa tY PhR^ aMfe 
Rl4K 3MfW STfSRRRUT TR4 9RT -4NM4 WjR! Wd 
(rM RRs 4T 46/1987) 4Tl y<=blfi>ld TRfl t, Rif ^#4 RR44R 
TTf 05.02.2016 WRT f3Jl an I 

[Rf. RRl-3(20)/86-4RT. II/^.III/Yt] 
4RJR, 3R4R Rrf%fcf 

New Delhi, the 10th February, 2016 

S.O. 306. —In pursuance of Section 17 of the 
Industrial Disputes Act, 1947 (14 of 1947), the Central 
Government hereby publishes the Award (Ref. No. 46/1987) 
of the Industrial Tribunal/Labour Court, Jaipur now as 
shown in the Annexure in the Industrial Dispute between 
the employers in relation to the management of 
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M/s. Rajasthan Mines and Mineral Ltd. and Others and 
their workman, which was received by the Central 
Government on 05-02-2016. 

[No. L-3(20)/86-Con.n/D.III.B] 

NAVEEN KAPOOR, Under Secy. 

3UjTOT 

3rWiPleb RunfsjRTUT, TOTOT 

efjTTR. 46/1987 

TOT, m -4141(44, TO 

3TT^T TO 

3(20)/86-Con.II/D.III.B Date 17 June, 1987 

W1H T7R RUTO RTO 
fTOTR +4-41(1 TUT, -344^1 I 
(TT+ + IT+4 TTOT W 137 TOfTOt/erfWTO) 

....TOffTOT 

TOFT 

1. TRTTOT 3TR TORT T3)TO fTO7TT %. -344^ 

2. Tfcrtf Rtfrofro 

34441, 221, #Flft TTObT, 

TOT? R TTTTOT, TORJT ...3T5nsffTTTrr 

TOTfTTO : 

MldlBln 3#TTTOT[- tgRT %?TT, TOT.TOT.^t.RT. 

TfiajfTTtTT r) afR tjj : 8jj p4+H fro? 1R 

Tsft UpT. M.'+i. 

3WT2ff +7t 3Tk Tf : fR% 3TWR 

3TTO^ 

fTOTO 22.12.2015 

^ TTTTOT, m -4141(44, ^ fTO# TO? sfR 3 TO^fT 
3(20)/86-Con.II/D.III.B Date 17 June, 1987T£TOTOTT4fTO 
fTOK ITT TOT4Tf4TOTO 44 srfsrfuafc f^f^TcT fTOTT TOTT - 

“Whether the action of the management of 
M/s. Eastern Engineering Enterprises, Udaipur, 
Contractor, M/s Rajasthan/Mines & Mineral Ltd. (A 
Govt, of Rajasthan Undertaking), Udaipur in 
retrenching the 137 workmen of their Rock phosphate 
Mine is just and lagal? If not, what relief are the 
workmen concerned entitled to?” 

dcTO4ltp ^ TTTTOT, TOT -4I4M4, M TOt 

3Tk ^ TT#TO 3JT^T F.No. L-3(20)/86-Con.II/D.III.(B) 
(Pt.) New Delhi, dated 21.11.2007 ^ TOTOR ^ IrR fTOK 

W tottoIrtoto to) 3#Tfrof4 ^ mm fron tott - 


“Whether the action of the management of 
M/s. Eastern Engineering Enterprises, Udaipur, 
Contractor, M/s Rajasthan/ Mines & Mineral Ltd. 
(A Govt, of Rajasthan Undertaking), Udaipur in 
retrenching the 137 workmen w.e.f. 30th July, 1985 is 
just and legal? If not, to what relief the workmen 
concerned are entitled to?” 


TOP! <£ TTTO TOUT 137 ?#TTOf TOt TJjt fTR 
TO t - 


TT. 

urn 



TOTOT 

m^Rki Rim 

1 

2 

3 

4 

1. 

TT^ TO TTt. 

TOTOT 3Tfqfer 

24.07.1981 


TK+IR4I 



2. 

Ft.TO 4I<4-1 

- 

12.07.1981 

3. 

4,4. l/H. 414< 

- 

19.08.1981 

4. 

^-PR Rh6 

- 

01.04.1981 





5. 

Hi. a<rQllH 

Hln^ Hchrich 

20.05.1981 

6. 

Rt.Ft. ■JTTT 

- 

24.05.1981 

7. 

TOb^fro 

- 

06.08.1981 

8. 

Rt-TOT. Rpr 

- 

23.09..1981 

9. 

4V-44 <4I<4 

sW 

23.05.1981 

10. 

Tuturfro 

- 

08.09.1981 

11. 

4HKB1 fw 


13.09.1981 

12. 

<4411 TO 

'^Idl Rbdi 

06.10.1981 

13. 

TP#P T°TT 

- 

01.04.1982 

14. 

RT. TOTtTOT 

ftro: 

11.06.1981 

15. 

TOT. T1TOTOT 

- 

11.06.1981 

16. 

Ut.^. R^JTO 


01.08.1982 

17. 

3T«prf TOT 


24.05.1981 

18. 

tfr. TTTTOIgto 


12.07.1981 

19. 

°h. 


12.07.1981 

20. 

3Ufp3T 

- 

08.09.1981 

21. 

fft. TOThP 

- 

18.11.1981 

22. 

4]4<4 TTOnTT 

TOTOtT 3Tfqfer 

20.05.1981 

23. 

TOT fw 

- 

22.08.1981 

24. 

TO^TOTITO 

- 

05.09.1981 

25. 

■iVsv 'SmD 

- 

06.09.1981 
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1 

2 

3 

4 

1 

2 

3 

4 

26. 

RRfRI 3TT%Tl 

- 

06.09.1981 

61. 


- 

13.04.1984 

27. 

3TR.'^'. 

- 

08.09.1981 

62. 

R^fw 

- 

22.08.1984 

28. 


- 

18.09.1981 

63. 

RRJ dWH 

- 

08.10.1984 

29. 

3TR.^. fRRl 

fedT 3TfqfeT 

12.07.1981 

64. 

ikPHS RRR 

rPR#r 

20.10.1981 

30. 

olwwl 

- 

12.07.1981 

65. 

Hl'fldld TpfT 

- 

04.09.1983 

31. 


- 

04.08.1981 

66. 


TfRRT^RR 

01.03.1984 


r\ A 







32. 



08.09.1981 

67. 

sHTTET RRR 

RJRRR ^griRifRR 

20.10.1983 

33. 

REEpfrlRRlR 

- 

20.10.1981 

68. 

HHlldld £dR 

- 

23.09.1981 

34. 

nisi did h1 u ii 

- 

05.09.1981 

69. 

RE^fRR 

RR^[ 

05.09.1981 

35. 

mi RR 

trR 

05.09.1981 

70. 

pdldd, 

- 

20.09.1981 

36. 

RlTd^RR 

- 

18.09.1981 

71. 

RTRFT 

- 

01.07.1982 

37. 

Hll-IIH 

- 

29.09.1981 

72. 

RR 

- 

01.07.1982 

38. 

3°rf 

!<rk 

24.05.1981 

73. 

RRft 

- 

01.07.1982 

39. 

RR. 3}#RR 

- 

06.09.1981 

74. 


- 

01.07.1982 

40. 

RRERfRR 

- 

06.08.1981 

75. 

Rdl 

- 

01.07.1982 

41. 

RT. RpRR P4ddl| 

- 

06.08.1981 

76. 

?TRR 

- 

01.07.1982 

42. 

Rt.Rp 8pRR RvRRI' 

- 

07.08.1981 

77. 

did I Rf# 

- 

03.05.1983 

43. 

rrt.Ri. fR^n 

- 

18.08.1981 

78. 

Rvil 

- 

03.05.1983 

44. 

fRRRfRRRREJR 

- 

25.08.1981 

79. 

fpRRT 

- 

03.05.1983 

45. 

RTRRRRER 

- 

06.08.1981 

80. 

RRlf 

- 

03.05.1983 

46. 

RT^R dTldT 3Tfar 

- 

08.09.1981 

81. 


- 

03.05.1983 

47. 

HRHdld 3T%ft 

- 

18.09.1981 

82. 

^.Rp RRSt 

RRT^T 

03.05.1983 

48. 

R1#FRR Plddl^ 

- 

20.09.1981 

83. 

PNIM 

- 

20.05.1983 

49. 


- 

20.09.1981 

84. 

REfPlR 

- 

20.05.1983 

50. 

MHIdld #E1 

- 

20.09.1981 

85. 

PR^HMId 

- 

20.05.1983 

51. 

-g\. R^R 

- 

20.09.1981 

86. 

Rl'cRdld 

- 

20.05.1983 

52. 

te4ldldld rM 

- 

20.09.1981 

87. 

rrEr rrr 

- 

21.05.1983 

53. 

iERRdld R1RR1 

- 

20.09.1981 

88. 

RRpRfRR 

- 

22.05.1983 

54. 

dldi<l9 RpRl 

- 

20.10.1981 

89. 

R#^R1RR 

- 

26.05.1983 

55. 

R».R>. RPR 

- 

25.10.1981 

90. 

RR.R'. ^Kll 

- 

29.09.1983 

56. 

4lPdRR 

- 

01.03.1982 

91. 

TRkfRR 

- 

28.10.1983 

57. 

RT^lfRR 

- 

01.07.1982 

92. 

Rl. 3TRRT 

- 

28.10.1983 

58. 

RIR^R fw 

- 

10.08.1983 

93. 

fRRR^T 

- 

06.11.1983 

59. 

R1RR RR 

- 

08.09.1983 

94. 

RT^RR fRT 

- 


60. 

RtRlRTfW 

RdR) 

12.11.1983 

95. 

RfeR RIM 

- 

06.04.1984 
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1 2 3 4 1 2 34 


96. 

44 frim 

- 

01.07.1984 

97. 

4T477 fTTt? 

- 

13.07.1984 

98. 

mt.wl. Tjmm 


20.09.1981 

99. 

44 . 44 . 4T4T41 

- 

10.10.1982 

100. 

44.44. 4T47 

- 

24.01.1984 

101. 

34577 74474 

#7 

01.06.1983 





102. 

dlHlcd fw 

■cllchl^K 


103. 


- 


104. 

4T4T fW 

- 

01.11.1984 

105. 

4W4T4T f4m 

PiH W74W7 

21.09.1983 

106. 

4K fwwtr 

- 

13.09.1983 

107. 

444 4%^ 

- 

11.10.1983 

108. 

Rh6 

- 

05.11.1983 

109. 

47.47. 4lW4 

fmmr^w: 

24.05.1981 

110. 

mfmfw 

- 

19.06.1981 

111. 

WWT44 

- 

08.07.1981 

112. 

14144744 

- 

12.07.1981 

113. 

477^447 fw 

- 

09.08.1981 

114. 

477m 7T44 

- 

18.08.1981 

115. 

mwrfw 

- 

22.05.1981 

116. 

7T471 4fmR4 

- 

25.05.1981 

117. 

f4% 47441^ 

- 

04.09.1981 

118. 

#7 414 

- 

15.09.1981 

119. 

# fw 

- 

18.09.1981 

120. 

44T4 fw 

- 

18.09.1981 

121. 

4H^«sld 

- 

18.09.1981 

122. 

3ft4WR fw 

- 

20.09.1981 

123. 

7T4lm7 47147 7144 

- 

20.09.1981 

124. 

41W7 47T47 3TT#ff 

- 

20.09.1981 

125. 

mf.ml. 4T4 

- 

10.10.1981 

126. 

447 474 

- 

20.10.1981 

127. 

44TWW7 

- 

20.01.1981 

128. 

^1474 fw 

- 

01.12.1981 

129. 

7T14T774 TTT^ 

- 

01.12.1981 


130. 

fw?T4474 

- 

01.12.1981 

131. 

WTT4 7sff 

- 

06.07.1981 

132. 

4^47147 

- 

20.05.1983 

133. 

44447747 

- 

20.05.1983 

134. 

4fW#T 

- 

09.07.1984 

135. 

TT447T47 3TTfm4 

BW mT47W 

10.01.1982 

136. 

TfW 4 4Wm 


24.05.1983 

137. 

T]7s[44TT WT 

^Idi SdRTi'H'l 

13.11.1984 


444 f4#T W W4 474 W W4T4 4T4f '^TTTf 7747414 
733 4T^7T 4W f44747T %. 7m H71 7BB4B 3W 4W7 

fWTSfl W4 1 -fcrtf 7747414 TBB 4T?m 4W f44747T %. 7m 

wwjt (3tttt 3WWO stir TTwr 2 shIPh^ i 

TTW75TTf#T, d-m^T (Mi) ^ fw^ 47T 37f4W*T4 44 mT^cT 
■fern mn fw m^ff w## 7m ^w M4l<£d 7m t 1 wtt 
44447 744741 47 4 # wt 4 mm erfow in 7m w 7mm f i 

fmmSjt WIT 1, TT777f 7747414 733 41W7T W f44747T %. 
■344^7, 4=4 TRWfa BWT t, ml frOTT W74BT 47l TsTFTf W 

grm fmlmw 11 fwml 4m 2 #77f -qmTmfmm, 

wwjt, 437 7ti#ttt 1 wf t, sfrr bwwt t, fmrl fw# 

447 1 3 7sffl4f ^ dcMlPdd 4M m4Fl 3TT7 74141' W 74414 44 
4il4 BW '47 ^ 7741 m I fw# 447 2 4 fw# 447 1 W BW 

%4; 44; wpf 44 Timm wtb w f#; 7H i98i 3 ttwt 250 

#444 WT fwfffw fWTT W I #444 47l 7T7WTT Wl W# 
74# 41 I 

4T# WT 4^ 41 37f4W44 t fw fw# 447 1 4 B4W 

wt HMdiyim #H4H ttw wlmw 44757 ^ ^ fwrfm 
19.05.1981 Wf TTW 7m#7TT fW4T W, fmT# W 44 fWTT 44T 
4T fW f#7# 447 2 44 W# 71444 ml WTB 47 BBW 4mf WPf 
W74 4T4T #44>f wl f#73jl WT 1 3744 4mT 144444 4 
4T#444TT 44 I fw# W4 2 ^ # TTW WTTWB 44^7 7T4 4f 
fWTTW 26.05.1981 wl ^W 774#BT fW4T, fWT# f#7# WT 2 
3 7T4TB 44# 714T4 #R # f#33W # 37T4T7 47 7444 %4 #4 
74)447 fW4T I 

f#7# 447 2 f#7fw 17.05.1985 44 WT W 4174 
7T7447 W 774SJ 4^ 4T214T 44 47^4 W7 17 4f444 wl fWTW 
17.08.85 ^ W4l 4774 47l mldjfd 4Ffl 3TpT7 44T 120 4f444 
44 ml 47Tl 4W17 W fwfw 30.06.1985 44, fwfw 01.08.1985 
^ mH4l 4774 W 4ffe7T fW) I fWTSjl 474 2 ^ 444 WfeTTl' if 
4f447f 47l mH4l W 4474 f44# W4 1 W BW 44 47Fl 7T4T4 
4T4T 4414T I fw# 474 2 1T4 ^441 47l 741^7% 4f44 44 

4174 7T747T7 W 7T4^T f44T4#T BTTl 4l7F 7T4l 137 4f444 
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d4 4 r4 3t4r 44 37^f%RT d44 4 TTRIRT RTTf RR Rdf 
3WHTIT I^T ?Tf4R4'R44RT4TTRT'dRTT44'4 HMdiyikl 
^jfWT TTRT Wfe Rd^T ^ 4f fRRRTTT 4 Rdf fdlRT RRT, s4 
3 Tr 4T Rdf RT 5 r4r|RrT 4 4f fdR# RTR 2 ^ fRRRITTRTR 
4, fRTTRT 26.07.1985 Rif Rcfr OHs 4| RTT f^PTT I Rd BH^Idl 
Rf4RR RT fddf RT fcodd TTcf R-TPdRPd'juI f ; 3TR 3TlfRR RR 

cRRdK (Unfair Labour Practice) r 4 R>i4qisl R 3TTdT 4, 4f 
3t4r f | 

RTRf TTR 4 fdRRT 25.07.1985 Rif Odm 8TR aTFJRd 
3Td4T Rif dTT RRTT 3fl4lPlR fRRTR RTp RTT Rf4RR r 4 Wd4f 
RRt4 r 4 RRT RTf, RTRJ Odm 8TR 3R^RR, 3TR4T 4 fR RT 
r 4 Rl4Rldl Rdf R4 s4 fRR^f RTR 2 4 TTRTd 137 Rf4RTf 
r 4 fdRTRT 30.07.1985 RTf, 4RT 4 4d4f RTT df I TTR 4 RRd 
fRRK Rif R^tR Odm RR 3R^RR, 3TR4T RT TTR^T RR1RT, 
3TR RTt 4 OHdfldl Rdf df4 RT ^4dfR TTTRTTT 4 Rd fRRTR dR 
^RIRTPRRRR RR TTftd fRTRT 4l 

RTRf TTR RTF Rd 4f 3TfRRTRR 4 fRT 44 r 4 Rft TJRRf RTT 

4f RTTTR RRRTF RRT 4, Rd l4d : RTTd 44 3TTRTTdfR 4 I 
RJRtTi 1985 4' fRR^ft RTR 2 RTT 44 RTT Rd4 RRRd Rdf 7T3TT 
RT, ®4 Rd 100 RT RfRRpf r 4 PdypRd RR RRITRT "RT TdT 4 I 
RTR RfRRTf RET fRRTT RRT TTRdTfdT 3 t4r 4 | fRR^ft RRT 2 4 
TTRd4f ^ Rdf RTTRd TRR 4 rTT RRRTRR, dR RRRT1RTT, RR 
RT RfRRff df dTdTSRT RRRT fdR I RRd 5 RfRRff R7f, RfRRff 4 
e 4*R 4 3TRRT Rfdfdfa Rdf RR1RT 34 RT df R4 TTRd4f RR 
3#[RRT fRRT I dR RTR 8TfRRTf 4 df RfRRTf r 4 TTRT ^RTTRR 
TRTdM RR TRfcRfR Rdf Rif I RRcrfRRRR 4' fRR# RRT 2 4 RRR 
137 RfRR4 RTf 3TTfR ^ TRR 4 RfRR RRR Rft RRfRRfR 
4 RfRRT fRTfRf TTRdTtTR, 3TRR chd^ddl RfRRTf ^ RRT 4 RR 

%RT, 4f RRfRRffPjyf t I Rd WRf 3T^fRR 9RT ^TRdR 4 
3TTRf t, dTT RRTRT 137 Rf4R4 Rif WHRf Rif 3 t4r 44 3T^fRR 
RffRR fRRTT ^4, 44 TTRt Rf4R7f RTf ^ ^RR R TjfRRTSff 

TrfdR 4RT 4 RdlRT fRRTT ^l4 I 

fRR^f RTR 1 4 r 4 TTRTRTR T^R RTdRT rrr: 
fRRTRTT f4. RRRTJT 4 RTRf TTR RT TRr4r 3TTRT R^R RR RTR 
RT^R RR fRRR fRRTT I RRRR RTR 4 Rd 3TfRRTRR t fe fflRT 
RRRST TRRFR RT RTF) Rr4 Rt 4 Rf4RR RR RTRf TTR RT TTRTR 
dTRT TRtRRT Rdf 4 I fRRSjf RTR 1 RT TRRTR fTPR RRRdT 4, 
TTRT RTRRTR RR^T TTR, RRT RTR Rf4RR RR TTR3R 4 afR Rdf 
TTTRTR 3TR TRRFTf 4 RTRfTR Rf4RR 4 TTRpRR 4 I 4 tt4 |tr 4 
ddffRRfRT TRRTRT^TTT, RTR^T RT TTTRFT 4 4f RTRf TTR RR 
3Tf4fTR Rdf 4, dRfPRf ^4 Rf4R4 r 4 3ftT 4 RTR RTTJR RR[4 
RR 3TfRRRT Rdf 4l 

fRRSjf RTR 1 RT RRT 4 Rd 4f 3TfRRTRR 4 fRT fRR^f 
RTR 1 TUR TTTRRT RR TTTSTTR 4, 44 dRRT RRRdT r4 TsTTR 
d4f RT RTR 4 I fRRSjf RTR 2 RR fRRSjf RTR 1 4 TsTFR 4 
ddTlPdd RTR4 RTRT (Over burden) RR ddl4 RR RRR fdRT 


f3R t I Rd RTl4 d4w Rdf dtcTT 4, RTRf-RTRf, RTR4 RTRT 
RRT df4 RT df, RTTRTRT ^RTTR 4 3f(T fRRRT RTRT ddl4 4, d4f 
3TfRK ^JRRTR fRTRT WRT 4 I fRR# RTR 1 RTf fRR^f RTR 2 4f 
RTR Rf4RT RRRTSR RTTRTR r 4 4fRRT Rdf 4 , RfRRT fRRRf RTR 
2 dTR fRRT RR; RR4 4 3TTRK RT ^RRTR fRTRT ^RTcR 4 I RTl4 

4g R4f4, rr^t 44: ^rfRR f4d4f rtr 2 ^tr 4f wm. ^tt 4 4, 
44 dRRR f4d4f rtr 1 4 4rr Rdf 4 1 f4d4f rtr 2 ^ rtr 

RTt4 RTt4 Rt4 R>4r|RrT RT fRR^f RTR 1 RR r 44 fRRRR Rdf 
4 I fRR# RTR 2 3TRRf -3TTRRRRTRT 4 3TfRR 9[f4RT RFTTRT 4, 
44 RRRTT fRR^f RTR 1 4 RRR Rdf 4 I 

fRR^ff RTR 1 RR Rd 4f 3TpRRTRR 4 fRT fdRTRT 
19.05.1981 RR RTf^ RRdffRT fRR^f RTR 1 affT RRTRT RTRT 
^fRRR RT #R Rdf 13TT I RTTRfRRTRT 4 TTRT RTTTRTR RR^T TTR 
3TR fRRS4 RTR 1 RT RR^RRR RT Rf4f4fRRf RT RSR fRRlRT 
19.05.1981 RR RT RTRf if, RTTRTT fRRTR-RTl%TT (Minutes) 

dR RTRTRR 4 fdRT RRT 4, RT^ d4 Rid 4 fRTR; Rl f4r4f 4f 
TTRdflR RR RTR Rdf RRTRT RRT 4 R4 dORTf RTRf 4f RTRRT Rdf 
R4 Rf I fdRTRT 19.05.1981 RT fR4 ^4 fRR# RTR 2 RR RRR 
Rdf fdRT RRT RT, RfdRT Rd f4°fR %RT RRT RT fe RRT R RTR4 
TTTRT RT RT?RR 4 ^T RTTRTRT 'RTRRT 44 ^pHRH RT 
RRTR TgicTR RT RRRRf 4 f44r Rd R1RT RT fRT RRR ^4 df4 ^ 
RTR 3TRT Riff Rf4RT RRRRR df RTTcTT 4 4f d4 RTRpTRidl 4 
RTTRRf, 4f4R RTRpHRidl RR RTRPf Pd^PRd 44 4 Rdf 4 I 
fRR8ff RTR 1 ^ Rdf Pd^PRd r 4 PdP^Rd RfRTRT 4, d4f ^ 
3T1RR Rdf RTf ^RTcff 4 I fdRIRT 19.05.1981 RT RR4Rd RR 
3TTTT d4f RfffTRfd 4 df TTRTdT RT RR RRR TTRFd df RTTR, 
RTR| RRR Rl<^4 I 

fRR# RTR 1 4 3TR4 RRT 4 TTRT RRTRTR RR^T TTR 
3TR fRRRf RTR 2 ^ RSR ftr fRi4f 4f RRRT RT TTR^ffd r 4 
RTPTRR4 df4 4 dRTR RTTR1R 3TfRRTfRd fRTRT 4 fRT 44 fRTTTf 
TTRdfld 4 fRRSjf RTR 1 RT«RRdf4 I RRRR Rd 4f 3TpRRTRR 4 
fRT fddfRT 26.07.1985 RR TTR#dT -RRT fdR^fR TTRdffdT RT, 
3TR d4 Rf4RR RT 5 Rfdf4fRRt' 4 fRTRT RT I Rd TTRTdT, 
TTRdfldT-3TfRRR4 RT RRR fRRld RT fdRRT RT fRTRT RRT 

rt 44 dTRFf 4 rrt 44 3t4rrt ^ r 4 4 Rfff f44?T (444) 
r^Tpufi^rui ^ f44Ti4 Rdf 4 I W RRTRT dR RT 
R4R1R f44?T RT RffR^R 4 fdRR Rdf fRTRT ^TT TTRTdT I 

fRRRf RTR 1 Rd Rf 3TfRRTRR 4 fRT Rf4R4 r 4 4f 4d4f 
Rdlf df 4, Rr 4 oVfRd RRTRdff RT yo^d dTst RRT 4 Rd 
RRTR dfdT 4 fRT Rd 4RT RRfRTTTR TTRdft4 RT 3TTRTT RT fRTRT 
RRT 4 34 TTRdf(4 r 4 RTTRRT 34 dRR4 TJRRT fRRRFJTTTT 4 
df 4 I RR Rf4R4 RTf Rdf ^ r 4 4 d«R RTTd 4 I RRR fdRlRT 
19.05.1981 4 3RpTTT 4f RTRpRRdl RR RRR RRR TTRIRT df4 
RT df RdRR dfdT 4, 34 fRR8jf RTR 1 r 4 3TRT RTtf PdiRdlf) 
dfdf Rf 4 df Rd TffRRT TTRIRT df4 ^ RTR Rf4R4 4 44dRR 
df4 RT, RTRPmdl 44 dRT df 4ff4d 4 I 
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1**s4 ** 1 * *1 377 41 3#1**77 t f* ^ *F7* 4‘ 
3T*7 3787*77 *77* 37* t, **# 3* 3*f*7 f**41 *37 1 * 
87f4* ^T#' t 3TR *7 337*T Pd*** t 4T t; 137 87f4*T *T 
f**#** 1 *7T*l4374144*71**4*44f44*3**f4*7* 

* 77*81 ttt t i 

337*1 377 41 37p**ai7 t f* 377 tit** 3*f#*7 **7 
3tx* ^iPd^H) 3*e ; 1970 * ***7T * SRF% 
37171 t I 3TcT : 37l*ff4* I*** 3#rfWT * 3P*f7 771*1 
f44* TTT f*7*l* 3* 71** I ^T^TT 377 41 344*817 I f* 

*#*d**7 (4#Wld 3** q#Pd^H) 17^, 1970 * 344f4*31 

* 3RP% 4*84 *37 1 4*#7 7* f**84 *7 2 ***7 41 
dl#1u *7*1 I TTTFfr f7*f7 4' f**84 *37 1 *1 *44 4*4*71 
f**s4 *77 2 * 8lf4*4' * %T7 77f 7*1 t I f**s4 *77 1 =FT 
377 41 374*7777 t f* *a4 4 ^ 41 ttI ^ttrtt t f* 
PtvH-PtvH 8 hPh*> 4 pTidd-Plidd 1*7 =h|4 PtvHI % 3tl7 *7 
7«4f * 37 ** i7 *t41 ^ 77*4 4 y#*d 3*77 77 I f*7i 3 * 
71*71 I 3771: 775# 1*** * f**7 *7 *41 *1 **37 f4777 
*7 77#47 777*77 *7 4*777 x T5r f37**T* 3** I 

f**84 M2^ *4f ^ t4t47 W *7P7 *1 ^r^T^ 
*R]7 7777 3747*44* 1** t % f**84 *7 2 *4 f**84 *77 1 
4 7** 4 <JrMlRd 777717 *4 *717 *1 4*1 f** *, Pd71*1 
31*f* 77^-771777 777 **4 ^ I 377141 *77 2 * *l4 ^ 
*#7 *4 #34 fir 77* *f7%7 *31^7 77* *4 f*7^fl *T7 1 ^ 
37ft*! *t T7 F*it xn* xjfwr ^ 77187 f*7^fl *T7 2 ^ 
f*lf* 26.05.1981 *1 THH^ldl fe* 17377^ TTR^ 

ferr *7, f^TTT^ -37^*7 T7f*77 37l7 ^ ^ *l4 f4** 

30.09.1985 71* 77** ^17 * I f*7^ft ** 2 % 77* *77*7 
*31^7 7* ^ 77127 TW^dl f*rf* 25.02.1985 *1 f**, f*77^' 
7*7 f** *71 f* ?7fi7*f *1 f*7p3R PdP^^ld 37*p7 ^ 
f*7T t, Tfl f* 77f4* *t 37*f?7 t I f*rf* 17.05.1985 3^(7 
02.07.1985 *f f*7^t ** 2 % *71 25 T7T 3Mf7* 
37f?7f**7 ^ 37*4cl *4* 37* f*3t** 87J, *ff 777*77 ^ 
*77 *fi*l * I fTTt *177* 87f**f % ^ *7cff *7 T^fe* 
PlcnPddPd *4* *1 f*r ; f*77 *[ 37f*Fm ?7fi7*! 7 
*717877 f*37 ^ I *7 *4* 37^ -31x71 -^4 377 f*78Tl ** 2 

*1, 337^*7 *74 377, *?■ 37T*7T f37T f* 3j4 t 4 f^ii 7771 xn^ 
3* f*rf* 17.05.1985 3^17 02.07.1985 *1 Persue ** *t 
371**7** 37#' f I 71**7, ^*1 8Tft*f * 7^f*J* PloUPddPd 
^ *4* 37^ -$ ^nt *7 *7* ^ 377; 77*771 * *77 37(7 *7 
7*7 * 77*577771 3g77?- 37f*7*P ^ 77P87 f*77* 

26.07.1985 *f ** f*787t* 3g77^-77t7#* 713T7 I *7 77H#cl 
3f(7 f*Tf* 25.02.1985 ^ 77H#c) * ** *F**¥ *7' f*78lt 
*■7 2 * *1* f*77l 71*77 *7 Piqi7 37* 7* I f*Tf* 
26.07.1985 ^ 7tt 7?M *1 TTT** ** xjfipH % 3^ 737 
87fP*f % 77^4 7*1*17 f** 3^17 *7 77H#c) ^ 37*4?! 77*t ^ 
37Tf?7* 777* ** %tt | 7717#* f*Tf* 26.07.1985 **7 377* 


odPtd* 37 *** f**, f** * *1 1983 * f4*T f*f*T 

*7* TTTPt^kI yldPlp7 * *7 T^" fcHHSjl ** 2 * 771*7 qml 
37rf* *777 * Prm, -^dl *77 *7 I 

f*787t ** 2 *7 *?■ n\ 37f**8* t f* f*Tf* 
26.07.1985 * *7 77H#d * 37**71 *87f #W7 ^ f*77* 
29.11.1985 *7 ** 3** 37^ 77*, f*77 * f*787t ** 1 373 
f*78Tl *37 2 *7 77*7* ** *ft*77 3*^77, 37*77 *71 

^77x77 77577 | ** 2 % 3HH#dl 37f3*T7l * 

77** f*gcl fi«-Mfu|i|r % *t 3^7 7HH#dl Tlf** $ ** f*71l 
*7 7737#* uf** *t 3777*77* * Trf?**! 771* 737* ^ f* 

*aff 3f7*7 *7 f*T8Tl *37 2 * f**l*T t f* 

f*77* 26.07.1985 *1 77H#dl **77 37* *P*^nT 7lfclf*f*7f 
*71 ***f77T f** 3rT*j 77277 xpt7*S 373^7 77* * 
37*f**7f7*f *71 **8Tf77T f** 37* I ** 37T*1% 77T7#7 

t, *Tff* *1* UH#d *7 77* l +T7 l +3 **^ 77* * 37* f*n* 

06.08.1985 *71 T*t*T7 *7 %* 3]* I f*7T* 26.07.1985 * 
UH#d * 77** 4 **f #4*7 3# f*!# *37 2 * *?* *# 

f**K ** t I 

f*787l ** 2 *1 37f**877 t f* *f**f *1 Pd4l*H 
f4f4*cl 37*f* ^ f*33 #4 3# 7I7q?*3'*7^ *71357T*7Tt7#4 
^ 37*3f* Til* ** -^4 *1 *17* 77t3j4 37TI7777 *71 2 (00) 
^ (a) * (bb) 3Mf4* f**T* 3lP*f4*7 ^ 37*1* 3713** 

I I 

1*7871 ** 2 *T *3 *t 37f**877 f 1* *aff #4*7 *T 
377*77 ^*4 *7 *# 37l**T7 3*11 I 

1*7871 ** 2 4 37377 37** 31 f*7# *J7 1 *71 7*71 ^ 
3rMlPdd 37177 *7 ^*7 *7 *Fl B* 377 14* 3** T*t*17 1** 

t 3# 37p**f87* 1** 11* *# *?■ *74 PdPteld T7f** ^ 

14* 31* * I I* 1 !# *37 2 7 H* 377 I** 375 *t 4 *T Tit** 
*77 * %33 *a* *71 8714*7 *7 14*1*11*33 ^t4 * 77237 ^ 
**77 37#' 1** 3#: 77* 37*7*7 37337^7 77* 34 f4*# *37 1 *7 
1*77* 19.05.1981 *7 1*7; 3377* cn* ■HH#d *T *1 PddlRd 
37411** 11* 1 !# *37 2 41*** 26.05.1981 *11**87t*372 
37(7 77* 37*4*7 373*|7 77* * #* 77H#d *T *t IddlRd *41 

** **7 1** t 3 #; *?■ 4t 37f37*f*rf** 11* *4 1983 
37 *R 77f** * *l4 34 77*P*T 37T* #*** ** 37* 87f37*f *71 
*7771*7737 *77 * Priy, *1*^*1 yPdPil* *7T* 37* I 3*1 ** 
^Tf*T 37F** ** #4*7 77* 37*7*7 373*^7 77* * *(77*7* 
4 I ** 4' 1*71* 25.02.1985 *T 7737#* %5* 31* | 1**8ft 
*37 2 *1 3714**7 11* *#4 41 *l4*41 *77 777*77 

* 77*813J* #7 * 3741 *1 I *77 777*77 * 77*81 W7l *t 
7*#f7 * %33 3* *4* 37* 4* 1*33 *r 4 ; 4 37*771** 
*757 *7 14* 3*3 4 I 

1*784 *37 2 4 3774 3xK 4" *41 ^ 777 3714**7 *4 
7l4* 3 T*cT *71* t 1* *#4 137 87f4*4 *4 374* 3# 
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3igfBW wfPW # WET gEE WT f#TT 3TR f#TTW 26.07.1985 WT 
UH^ldl -sKpH^Pd^ch fWET WET I BBWT 3TfWWSTB t fw f#TTW 
26.07.1985 EW OH#dl TTW EBWTW: WW^T ePP f#ETW W 
WETT fWET WET ET I WWW f#K 3RT1E, -KpHEPd #T #WW 
PEW# W # 3TTWE WWTg WE f, E fW«ET t I WEBB 
3Tf#TTEW t fw f#T# WE 2 ^ 137 ### Eft ##P Tiff EfP, 
E#W gWW-WE## f#TTW 26.07.1985 W 3RT#T #WETT W 
7#%WW fWffB WETT 3TTf#TT WTW WE fwg f I WE ###' ETT 
PdEMH E fw# EWE wt ETff BTBfWBBTT f# WTE WT BEE t, 
# EE f#T# WE 1 Tp WEpETT f#T# ETW 2 Tp WEpEW WWf 
t I ### # PEE# # WTWWT WT BEEPP 3# WETE EEE 
WWTTET WWT WTETg Wgi WT# EElf 3Tg#E WTO WTW W 37fEWTTf 
WWf t I 

WT# W fEW# WE 1 W WWT EE yPdddl WWJE W# fg 
EE 3TfwwfB7T fWET t Pw f#T# ^ TTW WTTWpW WW^T EE EE 
EWE E 7K#f?TW 3WETT ET WFEWT ^ 77# t; PkWTET 
19.05.1981 EE TETSTpET, WBWWW ePP wffWTO E 3TTET t I 
f#T# ETW 1 W PEESJP WE 2 EE BEE WWTO W# fWET, fWTT EP 
f#T# ETW 2 W PEESJP EEE 1 EE WE ### EE ET# WT #W W 
PWT EEE WWf fWET, WEpW fEW# EEE 1 EE WE eFh<# EE 
WWgPW W 3TgWTT W# ET WWT, PdEMH #TT Elf# ET I 
WWgPW W 3TTETT ET WET EEpETTFT ePP EIE fWTOT t I BEE 

Peek #TT-gfwr wt Peek t sqfrr 3rkfffEw Peek 3#tPeee w 

3TO#T 3TTET tl f#T# WE 1 gWE PEETEW t 3# WW#WT 
f#TTW 19.05.1981 ET 3WETT ET WWEB # EjfETE t I 

EfEBET E ETEp EE EE eP WEE TET t Pw PEEK ^ 
EEfEB 137 EfEEPf ^ TW E^ ^ 3#[W WFp PWET t 3TpT TW 
Ei ePP stePe tP 240 Pee ^ stPew wfP Pwet ti 

eteP e Pee^PP ete 2 w bet wt eP ePebttt et^e Pwet 
t afrr ee btPewPeb Pwet t Pw ePebttt Pee^PP we 2 ee bw 
WT WFp M 1981 3 1991 EW EFTT7TTT EWET TET t I BWlE 
Pee# ete 2 afir ttw eetwb ee^t tie w e?e Pwttw 
26.05.1981 WT TTE#ET ETBT T#EET PwTT 3# BTfEWfEE Pwet 

t Pw Pwr# ete 2 b bw ePP stePe ebh et 3teb eet‘ etfPte 
E fEEPf ePP PeePeB TEE EE ETFp E# PWET 3TR 137 EfEWT 
Epf 3T^E KE ^ WET gEd ETT PEET I 

ET# EE EE EP aifEWEE ^ Pw PEE# EEE 2 #7 TTW 
EETWB EE^T TTE W #E PWTIW 25.02.1985 WT ET TTE#ET 
gaTT ET, BTTW gETfEW PWT# WE 2 E7T BW ePP 3TEpE EW 

ePewt wt PeePee e tteet ktP#t; et i Pwt# eee 2 ee bwt 

PtEEET, 1985 E TTERT E# fan aflT EFTTETT EWET TET I 

Pee# we 2 ^ #ewt wt Pe#wt ee e# P#; afrr beePP 
we# P##te 3tePe w Pek e# ePP ete weet ewe t 1 

ET# EE arfEWEE t Pw P#T# WE 2 ^ EPP 3TEpE 
TTETET E# # EIE ET EfEEPf ePP WE# # EpfWT P#, BE ET 


EEIE WTWT Pw BEW ETW ET#E EE EWJE WTE ET 3TpEW #ET 

Pewet; #eP Pt#e wtft ee tP wf# e| ttete # wwfp ePP 

EfTETET E arrwP I I WEWPeT Pwrfw 26.07.1985 WFJE W 
fWTTpE t 3TR EETEEPb t I fEEPP ETEp WTE ETW ETE #EWT 
WT^fETEWp 1983 E PWET EET, WEfw ETpETE P#K e|, 1985 
E BWFE ^3E f I EE WEWpET P#T# WE 2, EIE #EEPf 3# 
TK1EW WET ETpEEET W#Pe ePP PE#EEE EE WSEE t I 
Pee# ete 2 ete Pewtw ee #eett tP ^ 3rfEwfw beePP 

#EEE W TKTE f I Ei 1983 E ^ EE EIE #EEPf ETT WEW 
ETEp E ETE #E W P#7 T gET EET ET, E# EH^fld EE 3TfEWE 
Biff ET i Pee# ETE 2 'P 137 #eePt ePP wwfp ePP t 3# 
WET-gpEd WBEP ePP EfTETET Tp 3TTdP ^ 3# EW WEEP PEET 
3EER BTEW fg EPP Ef t, fW ETTTE 3#E t I 

W8TW1W ETP aPtT ^ BEE ETp TBBEB 3ffqT EWE, WETE 
3# EfEBETf# 3TTBTT ET 'WTETfEETTET 'P PWEETE Eg P#ET ETf 

PwePe ettP w Pwg Pew Peek P#g fEBfftB Pwg ^ - 

1. eet Peekewt #eePP ePP Pe#ee TKTTSTTE tPb 
ETWW EEB pEETW Pw. BEEgr W EWf BE# 3T#B 
ee Peeew e b#t w wfP ee' bwtke w Pwe; ePP 
e| #? 

2. EET TTWWTTE TBB EKWT EEB pEETW Pw. BEEgT # 
#EEpf w g^T PeePew P? 

3. eet Peekewt #eett ePP wet gfwr wte # gP 
WTETR w argEpE # e| EET 25 EW aMfPw 

Peek 3tTePeee, 1947 ePP etwet e# ePP e| ? 

4. EETET#WE#BpW#fEEfTE EWTETfEE W #EETT 
EE EET WE t, a# B# #Bp ##fEEfWT W #EWp 
ePP apfr # EK BBTp EE 3rfEEET ETET ^ ? 

5. EET PEETW 19.05.1981 ETf #EEE E PEE# ERT 1 

# #e we#et Pwet, 3er Pwt t # beee Peek 

ET EET 3TWT ^ ? 

6. EETPwtPw 26.05.1981 WTWEWPeT Pwet EET, 3ER 
#TT t # WTTEE EET BBTE t ? 

7. eet Pee# bjet 2 ^ #eetP' wt Pwfw^rw wee w 
Pwg wet w Pwet et, 3 # ew wet ePP e# #? 

8. EET #EWT ET#%WWpEEfEWPt, 3# BEETp ETf^ 
WBEP E# ETT # t ? 

9. EET f#ET # EW# EE #WW P#T# ERT 1 W 
#WW t, 3# EW Pw# EETTT ETp #EET ET 3EE 
ETf## E# # 3TfEETTfP t ? 

10. EET fEE# ERT 1 ETp, E# #EW P#T# WET 2 

# ETE W# # W# f##ETP t ? 

11. EET ET# #EEE ETf WEW# ETP ^EET ETf g#PP # 
EE 3TfBETTT BWP ? 
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12. 771 f^-qajt 7*77 2 £171 fftHlTT 8lfft73T 73 

W1 4 17717 mVlPl7 17737 7ft tUtM 13 33171 

I 7 Ifti Ittk 23171 10 ftypi=b Ittk 3#3fwr 
ft 3i-tl4d TcrH ftlm ft ? 

Tift 337 7ft 37t7 ft 77377 ft 73ft ft 7771 ^7371, 

73 ft 7m ft 372783 ft 7337-7337 arffcr^- 732 ^, ftm, 77737 77 , 
3fiftT7 fw, 777^ ft.ft., 33^73 77737, ftfft, 73737, 737317 
4ft «K, 7d)W3, ftTT, ftfft 73173, ftm7 fw, 7ftftF7, 77877 
fw, 73777T, Tftm fw, 7373|7T7, 77173 4ft «K, fftmi, 
HHlldld, 77737137, 7%7 73T73 ft 7377 77 773 Iftr; m3, 

Iftra 337323177 ft fftgm 3rf73fmfm ft Iftm ftl 1 1 ^rft 3337373 

Tift ft fW, 733733 7 dl^lH ft 77323 77 ft 773 I, 
ftfftT 7773 ?rfWM Iftm ft f737 TTfftlTT 7ft ^7, 1ft# 


3373ftm7 ft fft£17 3Tf73fmfm ml Iftm 733 337737 7#' 14373 I 
7773 Tnafftm ft ^PdRcw 77323 m3 ft 737 4' 77373 Iftr; 77 , 
Iftlft 7377 4' fE7383t 773 1 ftl 3337fft T7£73T3 77 73723 ft t, 
fftl 77 373 IftftT 4 ft m373p2377T7 m3 331# 773 t I 

fcHHSjt 773 1 Tfl' 37lT ft y7K u l ft 7318l4l u l ft.TTl. 7373, 
33K.ft. %733, TTJ77 fw 717731773 # 773.773. 7^|fd7l 71 
7377 77 771 f7 I 333831 ft.ft. Tim 71 #7237 Tftftftft 
73177 TTlft fft[7 7ft ftl 73 Tlftl I 

732ff #37377 7ft 33k 73 7337717 33387 ft' 7737 fftlft 
19.05.1981 TTTlmm^-l 73# 7337173 77T I 1778T1 7372317 
7ft 3ft3 ft 7333 lftm xjTTf 733 1 737177 TTTI 77 92 73# 
7337T7 77;, 733 PHHIjOK t - 


Ex. M-l Ph^PeI 3TT# 7%T 7TM 3377 Iftlft 10.09.1981 

Ex. M-2/1 7%T ttm 3177 £371 # 33%7 3^7571 ft 3#1/ft73 ft ^773 ftft 77 

Tlftl 77 Iftlft 29.07.1985 

Ex. M-2/2 TfTfftfTTf 77 7f77 7177 77 fftlft 15.03.1983 

Ex. M-3 ft# 73M 3377 77 71.7713. 3# 77 ftzmftft 

Ex. M-4 ft# 73T73' 3377 ft ftft73. 3J77T7 7ft ftft T# 

Ex. M-5 fftgf77 33Tftm mftm fft7 fftrfm 13.06.1982 

Ex. M-6 7T77 77 fft7 

Ex. M-7 7t.7?7. 177T7 7ft Tlfft 3ftl7 mftm fft7 fftftm 30.07.1985 

Ex. M-8 ftt.7?7. 3sTTft 77 ft7mftft isftm fft? 

Ex. M-9 Tftm fft7 ^133 TTft 33%7 3ft757T ft m^ftt/ftTl ft ^773 ftft 77 TlftTl 
77 fftrfTT 29.07.1985 

Ex. M-10 33ftm fft¥ 77 ftfe 7T773 fftlfm 30.07.1985 

Ex.M-11 fftgf77 33lftm fftOTT 3177 fftllTT 29.04.1983 

Ex. M-12 ffttTT 3377 ^133 TTft 33fl7 3ft^57T ft mmft/ftTl ft ^773 ftft 77 TlftTl 
77 177173 29.07.1985 

Ex. M-13 7t.3773. 37lft 77 ftzmftft fftFTl 3377 

Ex. M-14 Iftf^i 3377 77 ftfe 7T773 177173 30.07.1985 

Ex. M-15 ft73T77 77 ftf77 7T773 IftTTm 30.07.1985 

Ex. M-16 1ft^f77 33lftm 3337PT ft7 177373 01.10.1981 

Ex. M-17 3337F ft7 ^133 TTft 33%7 3ft757T ft mmft/ftTl ft ^773 ftft 77 TlftTl 

77 177173 29.07.1985 


-7177 77 Ifttmi 
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Ex. 

M-18 

Ex. 

M-19 

Ex. 

M-20 

Ex. 

M-22 

Ex. 

M-23 

Ex. 

M-24 

Ex. 

M-25 

Ex. 

M-26 

Ex. 

M-27 

Ex. 

M-28 

Ex. 

M-29 

Ex. 

M-30 

Ex. 

M-31 

Ex. 

M-32 

Ex. 

M-33 

Ex. 

M-34 

Ex. 

M-35 

Ex. 

M-36 

Ex. 

M-37 

Ex. 

M-38 

Ex. 

M-39 

Ex. 

M-40 

Ex. 

M-41 

Ex. 

M-42 

Ex. 

M-43 

Ex. 

M-44 

Ex. 

M-45 

Ex. 

M-46 

Ex. 

M-47 


RpRE. RTT^ qq -iUdAd RRH #9 

RpRE. 'JjqqFT FlT TRk RRH ^9 30.07.1985 

RIRH ^9 ife RTRER 

Pl^Pkl RT^T RS^ RR9 fqqfqr 29.04.1983 

qT«£^q 3RRT rr R<f R%R ETRRIl Tf RRlt/TlqT R ^RR FT9 qq TRsf^fr 
qq fqRR 29.07.1985 

RS^^R 3RIR qq RTR5R 

qt-RR. RqqTq qft wfccT Rftq RSRTR RR9 fqRqr 30.07.1985 

RtRR. RRf qq TtZcrfc RSR^R RR9 

Pl^Pkl RT^R Rtqt RtRT f^RR 20.08.1982 

Rtqt RtRT £F9 R<f RflRT ETRRIl 3 RRlt/TlqT Tf ^JRR FH qq TTT^Nt 

qq 

qt.RR. ^fRTFi qfr qrfR TRtq Rtqt RtRT fqqfR 30 . 07 .1985 

qt.RR. RRt qq Piidtpi Rtqt RtRT 

Rtqt RtRT qq -slcid rtfri 

P^pEI RT^R RRR RtRT fRTTq7 20.08.1982 

RRR RtRT £TR Rtf Rfqq R^RRTT R RRlt/^qT R ^RR FR qq qT?fR 
qq f9RR 29.07.1985 

qt.RR. Mft qq TTRrntz RqR RtRT 

qt.RR. TjTRq ^ wftcT Rrtq wi ttWt fqqfR 30.07.1985 

r^ rW qq itfc rtrer 

fqgfqq rt^r ^tt RtRT fqqfqr 20 . 08.1982 

^9T RtRT £TR qpf Rfqq R9RRIT R Rqqt/TfqT R TJRR #t qq FTsfR 
qq fqqfqr 29 . 07 .1985 

qt.ERT. qq Tterqfe ^ET RtRT 

qt.RR. T^EETE qfr qTfR TRtq ^ET RtRT fq9TR 30.07.1985 

^et RtRT qq rterr 

Eqq cETcE FRT R<f Rf|q R9RRIT R FREt/R^RT R ^RR FH qq ETsfET 
qq fRTTR 29.07.1985 

qqq <EEE qq -sfae retri 

qqq rtrt qq rrr qq 

fq^fqq rt^r qqqjqq qqq Irttr n.08.i98i 

qt.TRE. Mtt qq ikdtpi qqqjqq 

qt.TRE. tjtt^he qfr qrfqi Rrtq rr^oe err fqqfR 30 . 07 .1985 
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Ex. 

M-48 

Ex. 

M-49 

Ex. 

M-50 

Ex. 

M-51 

Ex. 

M-52 

Ex. 

M-53 

Ex. 

M-54 

Ex. 

M-55 

Ex. 

M-56 

Ex. 

M-57 

Ex. 

M-58 

Ex. 

M-59 

Ex. 

M-60 

Ex. 

M-61 

Ex. 

M-62 

Ex. 

M-63 

Ex. 

M-64 

Ex. 

M-65 

Ex. 

M-66 

Ex. 

M-67 

Ex. 

M-68 

Ex. 

M-70 

Ex. 

M-71 

Ex. 

M-72 

Ex. 

M-73 

Ex. 

M-74 

Ex. 

M-75 

Ex. 

M-76 

Ex. 

M-77 


TTFT FT Ffc FTFFT 

Ph^Pfi sti^t Fqtqr hIji^k fFTTF oui.1981 

Ft.RF. '^FTFT Ft FTfF Flt^ FltF f4t FqtF P<HF 

30.07.1985 

Ff.RF. Mlt FI ikdtpi 4W«K r^F 

FTtF £RT Fit RfFT FFFF 3 F^ft/^FT F TIFF F3 FI 
F«tF F4 tFTTF 29.07.1985 

FftF FI Ffc FFF 

PH^PFI 37T^F FTFT fFTIF 13.06.1982 

■qt.RF. FT?t FT Tkd4l FTFT 

FTFT £KT Fit 7#7T 7#FFTT Rf FFTtRfF F FFF FT F«fF FT 
fFTTF 29.07.1985 

Ft.RF. ^FTFT Ft fIfT TFk FTFT fFTTF 30.07.1985 
FTFT FT ifFT FTFFT 
Rfeitz 3TTF FTfF 

PH^PFI 3TT^F FFTt FTF tFC fFTlF 16.09.1981 

hmPI ftf ^ft ft F9F f? 

Ft.RF. ^ETH ^ FTfa RT^ FFTt FTF ^FT fFTTF 31.07.1985 
Ft.RF. 3F^ FT P)<i<n4<i FFTt FTF ^F7 

FFTt FTF tFT £KT Fcf F%F T^FFTT F FFTt/^F F ‘'JFF #t FT 
FFfaT F4 fFTTF 20.07.1985 

FFTt FTF tFT FT ifc FTFFT fFTTF 30.07.1985 

fq^fFT 37T^F 3ffFR fw fFTTF 10.09.1981 

Ft.RF. 3°TT7t FT ikdPPi 3ffFR fw 

3#FR fm FT ife qiFR f^TTF 30.07.1985 

FRTF fFF FT ifc qiFR fFTTF 30.07.1985 

PH^Pkl 37T^F F3FT FT 

■qt.RF- 3°TTt FT FfFrPtF F^FFT FF 

■qt.RF. FTF FT 3F^F F?FFT 

■qt.RF- 1 FTFT Ft Ffqr TFtF 3T^F TPTFT fFTTF 30.07.1985 

3T^F FFTFT tFT FT FF«T FF 

3T^F TPTFT FT Ffe FTFFT fFTTF 30.07.1985 

fq^fFT FT^F 3F^F FFTFT fFTTF 01.06.1983 
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Ex. M-78 TPTTE ERR £KTETE E%R E^ET Tf RE%T[ET H ^ERETE RT 

THS^TT RE fRRR 29.07.1985 

Ex. M-79 PROPER 3TT^RT EffET TREE iKETR 10.09.1983 

Ex. M-80 Rt.ETE. TIEf RT ikdPPi EffTR REE 

Ex. M-81 Rt.TTT. ^ETFT Rf TTTP<T vM ^fRT <EEE f^TT^7 30.07.1985 

Ex. M-82 EffTR <EEE £RT REf TT%E Tf REEt/RfR R ^ RT TTT^Nt 

EE fEETR 29.07.1985 

Ex. M-83 E^fTE TREE RT KfEE RRET fRETR 30.07.1985 
Ex. M-84 PH^PRT 3TT^RT REt RE fRTTR 11.09.1981 
Ex. M-85 Reft RK ^TET RT ETRE EE 

Ex. M-86 Et.ER. ^ETFT Rt RTTpET TTTtE REt RR fRTTR 30.07.1985 

Ex. M-87 Et.ER. 7EE=t EE ikd^Pi REt RE 

Ex.M-88 REt RE RE EE? TT%E T#50RI ^ 7^/^ ^RE #P EE ET«fET EE 
fRTTR 29.07.1985 

Ex. M-89 REt RE EE ifc ETRR fEETR 30.07.1985 
Ex. M-90 RR#ETt EjMe fRRTRT 31.01.1985 
Ex. M-91 ^RlWT 3TTR TTREEE fRTTR 26.07.1985 
Ex. M-92 RRfMfe fRRTRT 14.05.1981 

fKTE ^ RRF fEE!#KT RTT RRT^RET EEEf ERR5/2 
EfER ^R RTT TTTETE RT fEET EET RT^R EE, EE?f ERR-5/3 
EfER ipE 7^fR5R f)4lPH4pE RT*pR EE, wf ERR-5/4 
EfER ^R RR Ptfe ETRET, EE?f ERR-5/5 EfER ^R Rt 
RETTETTTtE,EE7fEREr6/l 9lfER RlPdRdl RR PH^Pkl RTpR, 

EE7tERR6/3 EfER ElPdEdlRTTpEERRET, TK^ ERR7/1 
RfRRT RtRcT fflE RTF PH^Pki 3TFpR, R^-7/4 EpER 
ElEET fTTE 7#R5R ^ElfEEfE ERpR RR, EETf ERR7/5 
STpTR ElEET ffn? RTT Wp Rt fEET EET Ef^tET RR, EE?f 
ERR7/6 EfER RTEET ff?E Rft RETTE TTTfE, EETf ERR7/7 
EfER RRlcT ff?E RR Ptfe ETERT EEfflE RRRTR I 

Rp EEE E3TRTTT R f4g,M yPlPliRl u l R RR> Tjp' EET 
EETETTt RR sRIHM4r 3TMEE fRET I 

RT MTETpRETR RR TTTRTT RTT ERR RfSlR fEpET 
fRotRT^ #RR fRET RRT t I fEfE RR RE RPETfEE pH^lti t fR 
MTE#TRTR ^ R7t RptR RRT # 3TRR fRREf 3pE 

"PMr ^RT EfRT t I RlfRR RRRRT 4 RfRT fe ERR ERdRR fRRT 
RRT T? fR RSTREf" R srfRRRRf R STTRR R7 T RTRTfRRT u T RET 
fRRfR 3R^T RTfeT RE^ fREK fR^ fRRffer fRq RT f I ER 


Irek fR^srf ^ PrrmT rt! Rt e4‘ err fr^T r rW^r ^ i\ 

RRIRT I 

feMlW 1, 2, 9 3ftT 10 :- 

fEETRR WIT 1,2, 9 3fk 10 3RTO $ tMER t, 3pE 
ERR 7TEE 4 R^T 4TTR fE#RR fRRT RRT Ef%TR f I ERR TTRt 
fEEKTRT ^ TJRT R RR t fe fR^T R ER^ffsTR RfWKT 
fER# RR 1 R fRRfER 4 ^ 3TRR fER# RR 2 ^ fRRfRR 4 
3TE ^ fRR fER^ft R EfRR ^ I 

fR TTER R RTRf R fE^TR RfRfRpR RR RR RR> ^ fR 
ERR RRf RfRRff RR EERfER fRRKTR TKERTR TEE RTEET 
RTK fREETE %. ERRJT, fER^ff RRT 1, ET I fER8jf RRT 2 
TfETf fTETf fEffRRfET ETEETTfEK Rt RTE rIrR RTET REE RR 
EEER RT I ERRR RRf t fe ^ETf |te4 ^IPhrPoI RRETTfEE 
EERE if EEETTR TEE RTfET RTE fRRTRE %. ERRJT R R^E 
R RR ^ RTEf RE TRT RT I ^ETf 'fTErf ^ThePoI RRTRTfRE 
RR E# REf ET, Ef TKEETR TEE RKET fRRTRE %. 
EREgTRTt I ERRR RRf t fe fRElR 14.05.1981 R fRTERTRT 
TKRf ER-92 R REM 6, 29, 33, 36, 45, 46, 50 sffc 57 3 
Rf RR RRTE RTRT t fe ERR 9ffRR TMTETR TEE RTEE 7R 
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P-H<d fo. TOTRgT fo ft IdflRd R f I TO1TOT Rg ft gfo t ffo 
imn Tfo RTgRT Pottcrt fo. tottojt fo fort frfo 
fflldfoo g^yi^R fort ft gnfogR for ggg, 1970 fo 

SRFfcT MI: foiled fo fofo TOTTO Rff f fo gTT gRTR 
cliwfacbdl f gTT fofRRR fo TOR 7 fo TOR 12 fo RT7TRT 
gff f fo TTRTg foRTO tpsq fgfRTO TRTRTR fo RTgR 
ggg Phhichh fo. fo ft foro Rif Riff 1 

TOTRTT Rg ft gfo f ffo RTft fo fo ft TRgcT TTTfoTTO if 
TORR ft ft Rg ynifuid t % f TRTRTR fo Rl^TT g^ 
PHdlcd fo. fo ft PdflRd f f I 

gTTfo fforffg fgRSjf RTR 1 fo ffgTR Rfgffff RTT Rg gfo 
f ffo RTff f 3TRR Wifi 3TTTO gffR, R ffo foRRRR fo 
fot f 37173 f, f ft TOfg Rfffo RTT ffoft TOR 2 fo Pdfod 
R ftRT TO: Tffok ffoRT t fo gTO f fogi TRlff '97 
ffoft -gnT 2 TOT 3TRRT fffoRTO ftRT fo fforft TOR 2 gTR ft 
rrt MdtcHHH fo gfodigl ffoRT tortrtor ffoRT t iTOfggRg 
ft gfo f % TOifo gTR TORR R gTT Tiff f fog Rg arffRRRt' 
fo ft gift fo fo f yPdddl f telpugd Rff fo^TT RRT t I 
TOTOTclfoi fo ^gRRdlHI folfo 14.05.1981 RR?f fo-92 TO 
RdR 57 fo R5R f Rg TO: yOlPuid f fo TOT foRTO 
ffoff R7R 2 fo ft ffotTOT f f fo TOifo ft fofol fo 
Pd^ld f gfo TOTR f I TO1TOT gfo f fo grr Tiff f gift fo 
Tnfom fo fo torr f, f Tiigg for f, foffo f ^fo gi7i 
fog Rg fofopEfo' fo foqffo f i ^g ft gfo f fo TOlf 
ttt^t f ^g yoipJid f fo TraraTH Tfo RigRi ggg; ffTOTfo. 
dddgi 3fi7 frrf fTfo ffofforfoT g^gfiffor ffoft 
ffo gge 1970 fo 3rofo yffod afo gnfof gg^ f, TOg 

fo7 ft cfo fo f ^ TOT wfo fo fTT fofowr fo ^171 
7 g nfowRifofff t fo ftgrignggigggfofffofo 
TOT fWM fo 7R7TOT TO RlgRT ggg; ffoTO fo. TO^7 
fo TOfoT7, TOT TOt I TOT TOTOT fo TOTTO '9TT foTO 

“ fofgfo’ gTOt I 

TOTT Rg ft cfo f fo 7R7TO 7fo TORT "Tfo ffoTTT 

fo. r forf frfo ffoffofoT gronffor to TOf ttto gff 1 1 
frirt fofo foftforfoT gronffor to to ttot-ttoi to 
gTO ffo TOT TOTTt 7T7TO fo gild TO TOf fon TOTT «TT 3ft7 
TOT TOT TOf TOR TO 2TT TO fo foTOTOTTOTOTTOTO I 

fo TOT cfof TO TOR ffoTO gTO yyidcdl TO TORfogT 
3TTOR foro I 

fowm f 3rfo ffofo fofo gfor to 3rgfog tot 3 
TO 4 f Rg 7W fofTOTOR foTO f fo ffoft TOT 1 7R7TOR 
Tfo TOgTO g^ ffoTR fo. TOTOJ7 f ffoft TOT 2 font fofo 
fftforffo gRTroffor fo 7fof f TOnffo tor gfo to TOf 
cfo TO ffoTT fo ffo TO fog TOf fo 7TOTOT TOR ft fog 
ffosjt TOR 2 f 250 fofof fo TOf 1981 f foftfocT foTO I TOT 
TORT ft 7TOTO* foTTOTTO TO TOg foRTOTOT 7gT f fo ffoft TOT 


2 f ffoft TOT 1 TO fffoR TOf TOR TO fog RTOT foTO TO 
fo tot TOf fo TProffo tor to fog forft tot 2 f ft rtot 
forfo fo foftfocT foro to 1 fot ft gift f 3rfo arffroror, 
Tfofe foro fog, to srgfog 7 f Rg fofocT foro t fo frorft 

TOR 2 f ft forfo fo TORt TOR TO ffo TOR TTTTOT f TOfdT 

to -yrgg foro fo spjfog tor 10 r Rg tort f fo ffoft 
TOR 2 f 137 fofof fo WRt TOT ft I TOT TORT 73 TRTO f fo 
3TRR Tfofc 3TTTO RRR R RTft , RTOT fofof fo 7TOT ft ffoft 
TOR 2 TO foffod R ffoT, TffolT TOR f fo Rg ft TRfolT 
TOR f fo 75RTOT foRRR, BTO R7 fog Rg fffoTTO RTTf TOT 
TRRTfoT TOR TO ffog, foRT RRT TO I RgT Rg ft RRRTR RRT 
fofcT f fo ffRft TOR 1 f 3TRR RRT f Rg fofTOffcT forRT 
f fo ffRSjt TOR 2 fo 7sJRT TO RcRTffo TORTt 737717 fo gRR 
TOT BTOT fgRT 13TT TO fo ffcPTT TORT gRTRT TOTcTT f, fot IgTTR 
f ^RcTR foTO TORT t; ffoft TOR 1 fo forft TOR 2 TO RR 

forro rrrtot totrr fo Ttffor fo ft fo ffoft tor i giro 
fodft TOR 2 fo RRR TO 3TTTOT R7 ^ddld foRT TORT TO for 
Rffo RTO^T fo TOR fofcT ft ffoft TOR 2 giTO ft RFTTg 
tor f i ffoft tor i to giro fog Rg rrr tw TOfRRroff rr 

RTft fo fo ft RffocTT f Rfo 7TORR fo foRT RRT t, Rffo 
gR Rfof fo RTft giR TffolT foRT RRT f I fot folfg f Rg 
fot RTgT TOT TTTOcTT fo TOTOT TTfogT TOT fo ffRSjt TOR 1 afo 
ffRft TOR 2 TO RR fo, Rg foTTO gRRRT TOTR fo Tfffol 
ftl fo ft ffofo 14.05.1981 TO gTORTdTRT Rfo gR-92 TO 
TTRR f RfRTORTO fo fot gfo TOTRfg fo fo f fo Rg 
gTOTTTdTRT TO^R fo ffolfo TgT ft I RTT7TR R Rg gTOTTTRTRT 
eft RfRTORTO fo fgftTOR f fo f fo ffRft TOR 1 fo ffRft 
TOR 2 TO RSR ^3R RT | 

RfRTORTO fo fo f TOt TORT Rf% TTTSft RT^g fg f , 
TOfff 7Tft R 3TRRt TTT^R TO ‘gTsR TORR f Rg RTOR foRT f fo 
TOTfo RRR ffofoT fo 1981 f 7TTOTRTR fo R1TO7T gng; 
fRRTTO fo. TORgT ^ Rgf, TOfo TORtR, fRRTOTO f, TOff TO 
TOlf sfo TORTRR f' fog fo fo ft; TOf gfo 'f 7TRR f 
fogT, fofo 71TOTRR fo RlgTOT RRTO fRRTTT fo. RRRgT TO 
RgrPRTOlfTff giR ffg fo f fo gfo ft TRTRTR fo RlgRT 
g^g pTdTcd fo. TORgr TO fog foRT TOTcTT RT; TOf fffTOTT fo 
foTO TRTRTR fo RTTO7T gng; fRRTTT fo. TORgT giR ft fot 
ft fo 3TRTOm ft 7R7RTR fo R1TOTT gng; fRR7TT fo. 
TORgr giR ft ffRT RIRT RT I ftfffo RRRT fo TTfo 7RTRR 
fo R1TO7T RRg fRRTTT fo. TORgT f RRT fteft ft I TOf 
TRTRTR fo R1TOTT g^R fRR77T fo. TOTRgT f TOTR RTTR TO 
fog frrf ffo fftfRRfrg grorRiffor, Rrorgr ^ rt«rr f 
TOTR RT TTRTRT RT fo Rg TOf fgfog ffofo f R^RTR RT I 
TOifo fogfgg ffoft tor l fo fog fo fo ft fo TOff fo gin 
TOlf RRR foRT RT7TT RT I TOifo foig TTRIRT ftf f RgTT 
ffoft TOR 1 f RTTR TTTgRT f Stfog RTRT gff fo I 
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ftft mRR TPfttRR ft MPT Rfftm m«pff HR *RH^k> 
3t«rrh fftRT i m 3rPmRRftf ft miftaR ft mid mpm mpfttmR 
ft Zf^ main fern I fft mft TTRTapH TM RlfM RM ft Hid 
%. MmjT ft Rft 1981 ft RT 3PR fmrft ftrfft mf ft^ftd ft! mf 
aft RRfft Raff ft TM 37Tm RRm ft mPHR: RR mm RRT ft fft 
fftrsft M 2 ft 7ft ^ 1981 ft fftftffftcT fftRT ap I RPR 
mpfttmR ft RfftrftsjT ft 3mft fftajfftr hr mpt fmR mmft 
RRT-5, fpPRT MRf TTR-ll, mftlRT dTd MPf TR-l, TmRPT 
RR MPf RR-16, ftfftt MPf R7T-27, HTa^Mft RR-22, ftp 
MPf RRT-37, RlftT Wf RRT-32, RRPJTTm wf RRT-45, 
ftt Rftfm Mft RRT-49, RTimT MRf R7T-54, HHlIdld Mft 
R7T-60, sffmK fmR RRft RTf-66, 37«jpf TRtm Rpft R7T-77, 
ftffH RIM MRf RRT-79, ^#ER Mft R7T-84 Ref SHRHIIH 
Mft R7T-71 MR wlmKfftRTtafRMMSRftmRTRTftmT 
Rap RH TT 3P7HT mFPfRR RFTT RPR ftt TRldHI fftRT t I RH 
RTTET fft^fftl mft RR ftftt ft 7W I fft ft mftf ft^ftd HR 
fRRSft RM 2 ftnft ftmft ftfttfftRfftT RMftftl, MR^T RT7T 
Rft' mft fftm rr f i Rftt fHftftr mft ft apRir rt hrr mfmm 
fHRMH ft 3RTT t I ftftt fftlfft ft 3W RR mapi fft mft 
TTRTapH TM RRR RM ft Hid fft. MR^I RT RRT fftjfftr ftt 
mf aft, TlftaR fftaRT ft I RRH TPfttRR ft 3P7R map! ft 3TRRRRT, 
RPPT, ftfftRM apft Rft ftRRTH; TTRTapH mft RTSM ttor; 
ft did fft. MTPJI 1171 fpRT Hldl mm ft, RTR[ Rfftm RT7T 
iftl^d RTRIRR Boftldl fftnft 26.05.1981 RR MPT ft RR 
7W t fft fmft 7lftt ^fftaRTT RftchJ|U| RR ftm fRRftt mm 2 
ftrrft ftmft MftfftRfftT Rmrmftftm ft Tfttmp fmm t i 

rrr TPftftM ft rr mm ft fm mft mpfmT 3pftRi afti 

fftftRT TTRTapH Tfts RMTl RR^ fftHTRI fRT. RRRyft 37fftmTf7Rf 
mm fftm mrt m, RRfm smiiniRi fftftm i4.05.i98i Mft 
rtt- 92 ^ sgftm 57 ^ 3TJ7TR ftftm7 mm ftt 7PT7R mpf mi 

fftftRR, fftftRH fmRT RPR aR | Rm Rm ftt RRftllfttR ft fm 

3TRft iftafti 3qfm Rftft afi7 yPdHcdi ft mftf ft! aftftmf mr rr 
arfftRRR Rftf 7m ft fm mft mrft ftg fftftm TiRRarn Tfts wtt 
RR m ft Hid fRT. RMPJI ^ aftftmftTftf mTT fftR; Rift ftt ftft R 
ftt m? 3ftftmapr 7m ft fm mft ^fftRTR; afn ^rtm tirtsm 
T ftR RimTl RRm fftHTRI %. RRR^T mTT fftft RTcl ft' I RRH 
7mjft mapi ftt Rfftmf ^ 3TRft srfftRRRf ft rirr t, aftr 
fR rnTTR ft 7R^r ft TTT^M Hftf ft I 

fftRaft mm i Rft 3ft7 ft Tnaft apr. m. ftmR Rft Rftfmm 
RI7RTRT RRT ft I mr TRftt ft 3TRft ‘giM m«PT ft RR 7RmR: 
mmftfmfftHfm I4.05.i98i RftfftRfttRmr l ftkfftRfttmn 
2 m mM RRa Tffftm ^ aft aftr fftRaft mm 2 Rft rnffm ftt, 7 ft, 
ftt, ft mTHT-mtem 72imH ft mmft tttht mmft rr ftmi fftm rrt 

«R I RR RrnmTHTmi RRft R7T-92 ft I 3RR7 RftH RHlft RR ftmT 
35.8 MR mfft Rajfftm ftfeT Rft RT ft RR «R R2R RR Rpft mrft 
ft TlftfftR ftmT «H I RTlft mfftRR RR fft^RR RRH RR fftpftt 


RRT 1 TTTapH R7 Rftft mTT HRt ap | R71 RRft Rft 1 J71 Rpft 'ft 
fftm arqft 7R7 mr ftmft ftrmft ftRtfHRffti RmmftRR ft ftftmf 
Rft mftf fftmT aftr mift fftm apRRRm mfttft RRnft, ^mrrft 
RTRff 3Rfft Rft oRR7ap ftmft ftmft ftftfftRfftl RmTRlftftR ft 
amft 7R7 R7 ftt aft I ftmft ftmft RRtfftRfftT RTmTRlftRR ft 
mfftRft mr TTRTapR 7ftm mimm MR fftHTRr %. mRRM mi 
fftRftp 3 ft mftftapp hrT ap 1 ftmft ftmft ftttfftRfmT HTmTRifttR 
ft fftR mftf fftRT aft fftftftr rr mift fftr, mmft TimrapR 7 mm 
rnimm rm fftRM %. mr^t rr Rft mftft HRf t 1 ftmft 
ftmft ftfffftRfmT RmTHifftp ft mfftRR mt fftfftmp ttrepr, 
ftcR mft RT 3PR pnm 7f7apH ft HRf fftR aft H Rf TTTapH Rff 
ftmft fftftmft aft 1 mfftqftsR ft mt mi mnftt ft rnftt mm ft fft 
hhh mfftmt mt fttHm ftmrf ftmft ftftfftRfmT Rmrnpftftm mm 
fftRT RPR ap, H fft TTRTapH 7ftm mTRm RRR fftTM %. 
hhr^t mm ftftmr rr ■gnift ft apjmrr ftnm ftm ap 1 ftffftM 
rpm ftt mmlft mt ftmft ftmft ftftfftRfmT RmTRTftftm RRmftt 
mm ftt Rpft aft, Rt mmmapH mftm mimm rm fmHTpr %. 
mpRRi ft mrm ft ret Rpft aft 1 mfmRR rr rnfftmiR rhh ftmft 
ftmft ftftfftRfmT RmrmfttR mm fftp rpr «p aft tphtsph 
7ftm mimm rm fftTM fftr. hrrrt Rmftt fftmmftt ptspr ap 1 
mfmRR ftt wmftt m Rmft-Rmft ft ttrt«ph mmm mrmm rm 
fmHTPT %. mpRRI RR Rft TIRR HRf ap | Rm RRR7 ft RR 7Pftt 
Rft mfftfttmT ft mt ftmft Rft rpt ftt aft ft, fftmift rr mmm 
RTRT Rt fft HRR ftmRff RR fftftRH TTRT«PH TM mTRm RM 
fftHM %. HRRR7 ft fftRT Rt, HHRR ftpH 3pfft 7PPmaPH mftm 

mrmm rm fft Hid fft. mrri rrt fftp rtrt Rt maim mnft 
mrft mr fftRftp 7TR7apH 7ftm mimm rm fmHTpr fft. rr Rt 1 
Rmft pRMild TP8R ft rr yoipJid t fft RRR mmmT aifftmt ftt 
fftajfftr ftmft ftimft RRtfftRfmT RMTRTfRR mm Rft mf ft 3ftm 
mft ftePT, mft, ftmm 3pfp rr ^rrih ftmft ftimft RRtfftRfmT 
RTmrmftRR rrt ft fftRT rpp «r 3ftm mmft rr 4 apft mT 
fftRftp, fftftmH mt ftmft ftmft ftftfftRfmT RTmrmfttR ft ft 
mftRRt mmft ft 1 rrh mfmmf mt ftm ^mm mrft mr mt aftft 
rrt ftmft ftmft ftftfftRfmT RTmrmfttR rr ft aR, ftmT fm 
fftrfm 14.05.1981 Rft rnfftm ft 373 ^ 57 ft mrm ft trt ti 
ftft fmarfft ft Rt 7 psr mRiRpft mi apft t, mmft mt fftmft mt mm 

ft RR yHlPdd Hft RPR ft fft HRR ftmRPPP fftlftt RM 1 

mmmapH mftm rnimm rm fmmM fft. hrrm ft fftftRH ft ft, 
R7H Rft mmrfftm ft trt t fft ft fftmftt mm 2 ftmmf ftmft 
ftftfftRfmT HTmTmftfR ft fftfttRH ft ft aftr mrft ft Rim fft^m 
fftRT RRT ap | 

mppftR 3-e-eldH MTRTdR ft 3P7ft fftfftRRR - 

2014 (9) Supreme Court Cases 407 

(Balwant Rai Saluja & Another Vs Air India Limited 
& Others) 
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RR 3TfRf#f#R feRT f fe feifTOTO affc fefpRRT # 
RRR R# ferffTR TOT# TTRR f#R RTTTTO# R# SRTR # TORT TOTRT 
TOTf#R - 

1. fetfeT RTp Pdfedd PR)ffe RTR RTp fe ? 

2. SlfRR# R# RRR TOT# TOT gRRTR RTpR TOTRT # ? 

3. feRRif rr RferR to rtP RTfer ferfe wt? 

4. arfferror to to rtrtP fefeR ferr PfettH frooro t 
arr# arT# ? 

fenfe toto rP#r feRT rrt # fe r#rtr rtotto r trr 

RTR# TOP fel^Pd 3?fc RRR TOSJTOTTT RTp TTT8R feTTRTT TORT 

ferror fron tot #, fe to tw wfeR to to t fro rrr 
rIrrtP' toP fejfe fro# tot 2 rtr toP fe 1 to#' #rr rP 
ferafp tor 2 rtr #P fron tort to, totto totrP to fefer rP 

ferafp TOR 2 RTT RT 3#T TO# RTslfTR TORT RTp RpTO Rp feraft 
TOR 2### RTT R# l#T#fTO%#RRpRf#TOf#RfRTOlAT: 
RRTfeR # fe TOTR 9ffRTO feiafP TOR 2 TO #P Pd RMH R ^ 3#T 
R#P TOTTO fefejRT TO I 

RfRTORTO R# fTOR yPdPdPR TO RTO rfe RR TOR # fro 
ferafp TOR 2 RTOJR TO R#t TOT# TO, TO feiafP TOR 1 TTRTRFT 
TOR RTTOR PRRTOT fe. RTOTOfT TOT # I TOTTO TO Rp RR# # 
fro feiafP tor i rto totosjP tor 2 fe#P #P Rrtfefe: Rfe rrr 

1970 R# 3RRfe fefpRTR R TfefelT TOTTO R#f # fef fe 7TR 
3lfRf#RR TOP TOR 7, 8, 12, RR 13, R# 3RR#R 3TT5TFTTO # I 
fefef felt# fe feiafP tor 2 fenfe #to# ferrfRRfTOT RrorfefeR 
TOP feiafP TOR 1 TURRET T#R RTTOR RTO fRETOT fe. TOTORT 
TO fefeTT TOT RTTT TO RTOTO TO cff RIRdPlTOdl fe TURRET 
TO# RTTOR RTO pRTTTT fe. TOTOEfT TO fefe # 3#T fefef ffelfR 
fe ERR RRP RfRTO RIWpRTOdl fe TURRET TO# RTTOR RTO 
feTTET fTO. TOTOfT TO #P RfRTO # I 3TTO TOT RR# TO RR*pR fe 
fetR fe#RR ETO]R fTOR - 

2000 (1) LLJ (D.B.) 593 

(Employers in relation to Management of Sudamdih 
Colliery of BCCL, Dist. Dhanbad Vs Presiding Officer, 
Central Govt., Industrial Tribunal No. 1, Dhanbad.) 

TOT fefefER fe RFFftR RTOT TOR TOITORR R TO fRf% 
fTORT # fro fRRT TO#RR RTRT RTORTT RTR fRRffTOT RpRTO RTTO 
fRRTRTO TO RpRTO RTpRR ItoR TOR# I 

2011(2) WLC (S. C.) 590 

(Bhilwara Dugdh Utpadak Vs Vinod Kumar) 

TOT fRfRRRR # TO rPrIrrPPtR fTORT RRT # fe TOT 
fRRpRTO TO TO TORR TO fe TO#TOT TOR fRRRR # afe 
R# TORRR# TORT RRT 3#T TO# feffRTO # TO#TOR RTRT RRT, 


TOTR RTRTOR R#P feRT TORT R#P # I 

1999 (3) SCC 601 

(Secretary, HSEB Vs Suresh & Others.) 

TOT feRTOFR # RP TO arfRpRRTfRT feRT RRT # fe TOT 
##TOT # TOR RTRRRR #RT (fjR^RTR RR RTOTrITOR) RTO 
1970 # arrofer to##r r#P #P affr rtto ferfror rtoIrtr r#P 
#P, 'TOT' ##TOT # RRfrofP RTTO fRRfTOT # #P RnfelfP #IR I 

totto ferfpR ferafp tor i to Irtor yPdPdfR tot r# # 

fe TOTTO RTSJpRTO TO TORRT R TO RRTpTOR t fe ferafP TOR 1 
TTTORTTR Tfe RTTOR RTO fRRTOT fe. RRRRT RTRRRR TORT 
(RRTOTORRRRRffTOTOR) RRR 1970 TO 3TRfel 441 Rid RT 3#T 
ferafP TOR 2 RTOTOT #RTp fefe TOfPfRRfRT RTOTTO#feT R 
TOT#RR TORT TOT TTTO RT I TORTOT TO RP rfe # fe Rf# TO RTR 
RP feRT fe# fe #RT #tRT TOTTfeR R#f # TO Rp RTR 7 af[T 12 
TOFRRR TORT (RRTOTOR RR RRffeTOR) RRR 1970 RTp 3TTOTORT 
TO TOTTTO RRR acffeTO ferafp TOR 1 TO RpRTO R#f #P TOT# # I 
RTR 7 R 12 RTp TOTORT R#f #tR TO RTR RlffeTO RRTR t, TOT 
TOR 23 # 3TRfer # RRTOT 3RR TO# RRTR R#P* # I 3TRR RR 
cfe TO RR#R R TORRR TOTRTTOR RTp TffRTOR RpR TOT f#R 
feRRRR RTO feRT # - 

2001 (7) Supreme Court Cases 1 

(Steel Autority of India Ltd. & Others Vs. National 
Union Waterfront Workers & Others) 

fe RR RRR # RRR RaTTOlff # R# fefe RT RRR 
feRT R RTRcT feRffeRp TOT «!HR<fe 3TSRRR feRT I 

RT# TO RR RRR R RT# arfRRTOR RRTRTOP RT R#f # fe 
ferafp TOR 1 RTITORRTORT (fjgTOTOR RRRRffTOTOR) RRR 1970 
TO 3TRTfe RTOp^R RTTO R#f # 3#T ferafp TOR 1 RTORTT TO 
RTR fR 3TfRfRRR # 3TRTfe TT#RR R#f t I ffeafP TOR 1 R 
3TRR TORR R#R RRR R TRR - RR RTOp^TR #fRT afe ferafP TOR 
2 TOT TT#RR TOTTO #|RT arfRTOfRR feRT # RR^ RT# R 3TRR 
yPd-rfrdT R ffeafP RTR 1 SKI 3TpRRTpRR RRR R8RT RTT 
TorffeR r#P" fero t ark rrtot fera: rttot^tr r#P fero # 

aftr fR RRTR Rf RRR kT Tlfef RTT TRpRTR TOT felRT # I 

fR RRR # RTTOf TO RTRT Rffe RTafPRR R TO# TORR #P 
R#f feRT# I 

ferafp TOR 1 TOT RTafP TFRRfR# RTRRTRR ^TTRTfeTOTR 
R RfPfaiR I3TT # I kf TRafP # 3TRR -grTOT TORR TO RTRR RR R 
RR TORT # fe fe# fefe fefPfRRffR RTOTRlfeR RRT RTORTT 
RTRRp #P, RTF3RR TORT (fefeTOR RR RRffTOTOR) RRR 1970 
TO RRR 3TRRT RR 7RTOTT 359/81 ffefe 31.05.1981 # TTsTT TO 
af[T TTRTTOR Tfe RTTOR R^5 feTTTO fe. RRRRT # Rp TOT 
arfefRRR TO 3RR#R RTORTT TORT# TO feR TfeTfeTR TOTRT TORT 
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t I iPdlWEH WE EE 40/75 fFETW 19.11.75 t I fTT TTTSTl ^ 
WEE iPdUP/H WE EE wflT dlsfEE W TTEE E yidM-O^TT E 
ETt^ WE Ft E#‘ fWET EET t, 3^R E# EF WFT Wtfe WEE 
441 dd ETET sflT dlstETI TTW ERE EETTT EE, f EFT Et 
ardteHld t fw MdMdl if ETTE TTTETTT EE EETEE ETT EE 
WETW L.EO.UD/95( 1 )/89 Dated 30.08.1989EDJF t, fETTE 
EE drdRsId t fw ETFWEW RET EEW W 3 Ee4e fEEaft WE 2 

^Tw4 EETfEEfTE EWTElfEE ETT T#ETT 359/81 fFETW 
30.05.87 EW d41dldid t, WTTE TEW t fw fEEaft WE 2 "^TlTf 
^Tw4 EEtfEEfET EW3ETTEE WEE WpEfEEE W SRPfE dl^EE 
ETTW t I ^E Et fEEaft WE 1 aflT fEEaft WE 2 ETFWEW WET 
(E^WETE EE EETfWETE) FEW 1970 3EWfcT 441 did EE 
RTsfEWlFT Eff FTT WI EE EETE E#* El EWET fw fEEaft WE 
2 W ETtfEITt fEEaft TTTsET 1 W W^Elft FT ETEE I EFt ffFFTE 
EFFftE WW1E -ElEldE E 3TEE fEfWEE 

2001 (7) Supreme Court Cases 1 

(Steel Autority of India Ltd. & Others Vs. National 
Union Waterfront Workers & Others)EfEETfEE fWEl f?l 

WTT fEfWEE 3* EHHIe WWTE ^ETETWE Eft TlfEER 
Tftw 4 EF ftf% fWET t fw E1E 7 Eof 12 ETFflEW WET 
(frj^WE EE* EETfeEFT) EFW 1970 Eft 3TEIWET EE EffETE 
3#rfEEE Eft Ft E1E 23 sftT 25 4 fFET EE1 t af(T WEEft 
3TE1WET EE EE EETE EFf FtET fw WEE EfEW TJW fEEfEW 
EEfElft Ft Wl#rf | fEfWEE if TlfEETE Efe FET 
yfdMlRd TET ftTSfE ^ EEWT 3* WTfEW EfwfwpE FTE ET^E 
PclPd J>EeT if EfEElfEE PE-FIdf Eft WE^ WF^ EFf fWET ET 
TTWET I 

WETjJWT fEEEE TT EFt fd^r4 fEETEET if fw WEE EfEETEE 
fEEaft WE 2 W Ft PdENH E* sf 3?tT fEEaft WE 1 W PdENH 
E EFt I fEEaft ETE 2 E fEESjf ETE 1 ^ WW ET fWT EE Wl4 
EE WTE1E tg WE EfEWT Eft fWjfEE Ef; WEW fEESjf WE 
1 W EFT Wl4 ETTE ETE ^ WEE EfEW fEE^ff ETE 1 W 
W4dl(l E#‘ Ff W1E I fE EWTT E WEE TTETE fEETWEE W 
TTEE E EFt fEETE fWEl W1ET t fw fWEE TTETE EfEWEW 
fEESjf WE 2 W PdENH E E fw fEE8jf WE 1 W I WE 
fWEEf WT EET EETE FTET, EF ETETEEdf EETE ET fEEfEE 
fWElWTEET I 

PeEI^IW WTT 6 :- 

EfEWEW ^ 3TEE TWWEW 3TTW E^E W 3Ef53E WE 6 
E fEESff ETE 2 "PtTTTf |tw4 4e1PheR'H EWTETfWE EE TTW 
ETTT^ EW^T TTE W ESE fWTlW 26.05.1981 ETT TTEwftET FTHT 
3TfEWfEE fWET I fEEaff ETE 2 ^ 3TEE EETE $ fWTlW 
26.05.1981 WT WEE TlEwflET TTW EETWW EW^T TTE W TTTE 
fWET WTET TEtWE fWET t I WTT EETTT Tf fFEIW 26.05.1981 EE 


TTEwflET fEEaft WE 2 ^TRf frwf WWlfEEftE EWTElfWW Ecf 
TTW EETWW EW^T TTE W E^E FTET TW TEl^d E«E t I WE 
EEWTIE E fEEaff ETE 2 ^ EF TEtETTT fWET t fw WEW Wt 
EfEW fEEaft WE 1 Wt WTTET-EffWET TETET ET WT4 WT T# t, 
W^F EFt ETTE EW fart El44, WT WTlt ydjPd EE ETT4 ETT Ti' 
TTETETE TWW ETWET ETE fEETW fw. WEEJT WEfEWETETWT 
TF t I TTTE Ft WE TTEwffE E arfEWT EE ETETT EET, 3TEWTW 
3TTfF ^E W TTEE E El EEwM ^ FET WTT EEwM E EF Et 
TTFEftT fW Ef Edt ETTE TTEE WTlET-wtWFT TER ET ETT4TE 
TNTER TWW ETWET E^F fEETTT %. W arfEWl EE ET4EWET Et 
ETTEEt I 

WEE EEWTtW fEEfW 26.05.1981 EETTE it TTTaE it EEfttd 
EFt F3TT t, ETEJ EF fEEaft WE 2 E ET«ff W E«T TEt^TE t 
sftr F^ wwf ^ EMaE Tf E5ET wfEE t I WTT EEwM ^ TTEE 
if fEEaft ETE 1 'f EF WTET fFET t fw EF ^ fWTTt EEwM tR 
E1ETF EFt't I 

fEfE WT EF ITETfEE ftnSTET t fw wt| E[ TTE#ET 
FEW Earwm ET Ft ET^EWlft EETE TTEET t I ^E Et FE 
TTEwftE Tf EWETT ^TTTf |tw 4 WEtfEEffE ETWTEltWE E 3RE 
WE ETTfElftEl Wffw WTTE7 EffWFT TETET ET ETT4 ETT T# EE 
EEE, ^fEETE WTfF WET TEtETTT fWET t I FEE fEEaft ETE 
1 ET fWTft EETTT ETT ETT^ EETE EFET Ft EEET fEEaft ETE 1 
FEE ERE EF EFt ETFT ET EETET I EFT ?TW E^ Edf Tf 
ETEfEWET WT EEE t, FE EEE Tf E[ WEtfEEffE 

TFWTElfEE % Ft EF TEtWTT fWET t fw EF WHET ETtWFT TETET 
ET WT4TE WftfEl ETt EW Tf ETEfEWET ^ET I EETER TWW 
ETFE TTOF fEETTT %. WFWJT FTE fWTTt EETE ETt ETEfEETET 
fFET E1ET WE EEwftE Tf Epfa EFt* t I 

Et fE%T WE TETETfEWEE ^ TTEE fRofE ^ ftTE 3TTET 
t, WE^ EEE Tf iff fwEK ^ WEE EEwftE ETT ETf^ EETE EFt" 
t I FEt EWTT EF fEETEW fEf&fE fWET ETET tl 

fEETFJET TE5TT 7 

arfEWEE WT T^wrfw 3TTW E#T Tf srfEWEE t fw 
fEEaft ETE 2 "f fEEaft ETE 1 Ei 44) ET IdM, ETT ETPf ETt 
TEEW ETT^ ^ %tt 250 arfEETf wt e 4 1981 if PddtPdd fWET 
ET I 

fEEaft ETE 2 'f 3TEE WETT Tf EF WpEETpEE fWET t fw 
■^TTTf 'frwf WEtfEEffE ETWTETfEE EE TTW ETfTWW EE^T TTE 
W TTTE EW fgEaftE TTEwftcn fFElET 26.05.1981 ETt fWET I 
fFETW 26.05.1981 W TTEwftE E EF TEWE: FfEfE t fw WEE 
EfEWf ETt PdP^Ed TTEE W %E PddlPdd fWET ET I WEETT EF 
Et WTfEWEE t fw TffEFT FTE %ET EET Wl4 Tjnf EFt* FR WW 
WTTE WFIE fEEaft WE 1 W TTTE TflEFT ETt TTEETEpE W 
f^TETT ^ EW TTEEtTEWt EiftEW fWET sflT TTW ETTTWW EE^T 
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qf qqiqfqqqT UHsilid f^TTf^T 26.05.1981 q SFjqqq q 

rfqq qffqq qft ■nfoi^ictjci qi4 q<d ft ffrq 3 hhH Pi 4N'1 q 
qift q°TT, qfffq qq Pdfl^d qft qf aft I ffqfq 25.02.1985 
qft ffqsft qq 2 f TTq qffqfq qq qTq TjcR- ffqsjfq 
UHsHldl fqqi, Mt qq 7W fsF?7T qqi fq qqq qfqq ffqft 
qq 2 sra fdl^'dd wi qqf^qffqr qi qqq qq q ffrq ft 
[ddiPdd fqq qq f i 

qfqq qq 4 qqq srfqqqff qq yPddoK qqjq qqf fq 
ffqfq 26.05.1981 fftl 25.02.1985 ft qq#f ftqi pftqR 
fqqi sfft qq qfqqfqq fqqi fq ff£ qft qqf aqfij q^Tf qr 
qf?q fqqft qq 2 qi qqf qi4id srfqqf' qft ffqfqq ff qqqr 
ft *qi 1 qq ft affqffq fqqi fq 25.02.1985 ^ qq#f qi 
3qjqq ffqft qq 2 qf iff qft qqff qq qfqqf qfr ffqfqq 
f iw qrffr qi 1 qrq ft qq ft qfqqfqq fqqi f fq 
ffqft qq 2 f qfqqff qfr fqqfqq qq qff ffr ?q qqqq qqqit 
fqrf fqffqq qqfq qi ffrr ftqi qqq f 1 

qqq qpqqqff f ft, qq ft rro: qqq ft Tqi i fq 
qfqq wf qq qftqqq qqf t fq qqq srffqff qfr fq qft 
qqff qq ft fqftqq f ffRi qqr qi i qffqqq qf srtq f 
qqffm ffqfff qqfqn, qift qfr q srqqq q 7 qq- 7 qq 
qffq fq, Tqqiq fq, attfqq fff, ft. q., sr«p 

ftft, qfqq, qqfk qflwi, qq, qffq qnqr, 
ftqqfqf, qftqq; qr^qq fff f stjti f 1 ^#r fqjfqq qq 
qqq fqf qqf ttt - 5 , ffnqi qqf 1371-11, qffrqrrq qqf 
■771 -1, irrqFf fq qqqf 1371 -1 6 , ftft qqf qq -27, qi^qqf 
qq - 22 ,f|qiqqf qq - 37 , ifqr qqf qq- 32 ,qiqrqq qqf 
qrr- 45 , 4 . qftq^ qqf qrr -49, qnqq qqf qrr - 54 , qfffriqr 
qqf qrr - 60 , sfrqqq fqf qqqf 1371 -66, 3t^q qftq qqf 
1371-77, ^ffq qnqr qqf qTt -79, ^#er qqf qTt- 84 , qf 

qqqqqq qqf qqr -71 qr qqf qqq^q fRT 3fq ^q qq 3?qf 
wnffq ftqr qftqqq feqi f 1 fft ftqff q qq qiqqi % 
ff^fqq qq qrft qft fqrq qf, qft qftq qft ftqr 
t 1 qqq fq^fqq qft q qq qqqq: fffqr f % qqq fftw 
qtcKicHdi qrf f3 ffrq; ft fq^fqq ft qf ft 1 qqfrlqr ffqfqr 
25.02.1985 ft % qffqi sfrr ffqft qqq 2 ^ qsq qft^q 
qqqqq f, q ft qq qqfrtqr ^sn % qq ft qqf qqrq qqqi 
qq ft qrqqr ft qqqq q qrq qffqf qt ffeft qqq qi 
ffqqq ftqr 1 qq qf f ft qft qffq fmr f fq ffqft qq 2 
q qffqf qt fqffqr qqq q ffra; ft qqi q ffrqr q 1 3qr : qq 
ffqraq qft qqq fqffq fqqr qmT t 1 

ffqraq qf^TT 5 :- 

qffqqq f sm qfqqf qfq q^q q sqj^q 5 f qq 
srffqqq fqqi t fq ffqft qq 1 f qqq qqr qqqqr qrq 
Tifqqq qq qqqfq qq^r qq f ffqfq I9.05.i98i qt qqi 
qqfftqr fqqr, ffqf qq qq fqqr qqr fq ffqft qq 2 qt 


qrf qqrq ft qif qt qqq qqr qrf qrf qiq qfqqff qft 
fqqft qq 1 qnrf qqf qqffqqr fq 1 

fqqft qq 1 f qqqr qqq qq^q qq qqf 3fqq q«qf 
qft sRftqTR fqqr 3^7 qq affqffq fqqi fq ffqfq 19.05. 
1981 qq qftf qqfrtqr ffqft qq 1 q qFqq qrq ijfqqq qt 
ftqqfff3q 1 ffqfq i9.05.i98i qq qq qqqfq qqfrtqr qff 
f 1 qq qqffq: qqf7 qq ft fq ffqft qq 1 q qqf qrqqr 
qqq qfqq t, qqq-qqq qt qqft qffqrfqf 3fq qfqqq fm 
qqqt f afrr qqq qqf q qrqfi3; ftft f, ffqqq ^ftq qfqq q 
Tiqi qqq f 1 qq ^ftrr qt 3ffq qqqff ^ qqq sqq f 
q^qq ftft' qsiqq qqqr qqftqi qrf f 1 'fqfq 19.05.1981 
qft qraf qq^7 qf ?ki ^qfftqqq (Recatagorization) qft 
qfq ^ qqf f ^ ft 1 ?qf snqqf ffqq ffqf afrr 
qqqq fqqqq qq%r (Minutes) qffqiqqi,qqqqqqrf|q 
fqqt ft qqfrtf qr qrq qff qqq qqfq ^q qif^q q 
afqqr 31^4 q fqT qf^ftq f I fq qif^d q fqqiqqtq 
q?ff qft qrft ft ftff qff ?jq qiqrqr qft qft qf 1 fq qqf q 
qqft qq 1 qr qq ft srffqqq qqi t fq ijjqqq uq ffc 
qiqf qr fq fqq qqrq ftf ^ qiq f^qq ^ qffqff qft qq; 
qfqqff ^ gqiqft qqffqqr ft qrf, qqqft f fqqi qq qiqr 
q fq fqq 1771 ft qrf ^ qrq 3 qn qfrf qffq ffqqq ft 
qiqr f ft qqffqqr ft qrqft 1 qqffqqr qq sqqq fq^ffq 
fqr qff 1 1 qff q qq fqjfqq qft fqffqq qfqqr i, sff qqt 
sgqq fqqqqq fqq qfjqdi q qqq qq qqq qffff uq qft 
qftqiftf 1 fqq qqrq qff ftf q qrqq ffqfq 19.05.1981 
qqffq qi qftf srr qff f 1 

fqqft qrq 2 f arqq qqq f qft qq fqq qq affqqff 
qft ffqrfqq qff flqr 3ifqqfqq fqqi t 1 

qiff qi ffqrq qfffqfq qr q? qqf f fq ffqfq 
19.05.1981 qr fffter ffqft qq 1 qq ffq wfq qq^[ 
qq q q?q ffrar qqr t 1 qqqqfjq (Minutes) ^qq q 
ffRsn qqr t, qq^ qqqfqqqr q qq qqfrtf qft qrq ft 
qqfqfq f 1 qqqq qqf t fq qq fisr qq q fq 3.1 q 
qqffeq qff q srqrTqr qft qff qft ftff qarqrq ?jq qiqprr 
qft qt ijqft f sff qq ft fq qqqft qf ftft q^rqqf qft 
qijffq qrq f ft, 3rt7 f qf iqrftffq f qqr ftff qqqrff f 
f fqqt f ft fqf qff fqqi t 1 315 ^ 2.1 ft 2.4 qq 
qft qff qft ft qrqRi ft ft ijqft f, qqqq q? ft qqf f fq 
ftff ft qqqqr fqqqiq q fq^fq q q?q t sfk ^q fisoid f 
ftf qff qq qqf 1 3rqf qqi q qqfq q fftq ffffqqq 
qqjq fqf - 

2008(3) ALT 173 

(A.P.S.R.T.C. National Mazdoor Union Vs. A.P. State 
Road Transport Corporation & Others.) 

1988 (l)LLJ 207 AP 

(Hindustan Zinc Workers Union & Others Vs. 
Management Of Agnigundala Lead) 
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FFp£ faqfld fFTaft ftt l t Ifftt TfFfrfF tt TFf t 
fr fFTlFT 19.05.1981 TT aTfTTST fFT3jt TT 1 afF FTT 
TF|F ^ ^ -qsq frfTT FT F>l4^d TTT^ t I 
1 <4>l4^d ’ THsHld Fft TftTTTT $ T#' STM t afF FT?TFTFt 
TTTF TFT FTFT t I fFTlFT 19.05.1981 ^ W ^TsT TF 
TfTT T 7R THsHld FT TFT FTTTT ^TFTT affTF fTTT t, TFT]; 
fT fFTFTt Tt RH^Id FT TFT T#‘ FTTTT TFT t I 3TTT TFF FF) 
FT FTT4T T fTR fFfTFFT TFTJF fTR - 


2006 (3) Supreme Court Cases 523 

(Indian Drugs & Pharmaceuticals Ltd. Vs Devki Devi 
And Others.) 1991 (1)LLR481 

(International Airports Authority of India Workers 
Union Vs. International Airports Authority of India & 
Others) 

fft TFT TFf fFFFf TF TFT fTTT I fftlT 19.05.1981 
FTftTFTFTFTCTTf TT?f FFF^-1 ft TT 4t y<Rld t I ^4 
ftFFT FTTT TTTf afF fFTaft TT I ftrf Ft *41 TF TF?t t I 

Iffk tf il fft ft ftn tf ftf TFftf ft il afF $tft 

TaTFTFf TF ^T1 FT?TTFf TTTF t I 

TFF ft§T TF ftFT TF TFTFT TFT FTT FT arfFTlft TFlfT 
TTfFTT FT FFTTaiF Tt t TF FTTT: FT affftF t fft TF TTT 
TFfftnft 19.05.1981 FT TFT -frftTT FT FTT T ip frfHFT 
Tl Fl4dd t I fT UFsT TF ft TJFJ FFsTT 6 TF TF FTT TT 
ft affftF t fft Tamr t ftr tf FTFrft fft ttf Ff% 
Fsftt ft FIT ft* FT fft^F TT#T FFTTarfft fftTT TFT, T 
fftTT 21.04.1980 FT UFT-Tf FFTffft (FT FTTftft TT TT 
FTT I Tft TT TaTTFT Fit TUT fT FTTfftF FIT TT ftt Fft 3fF 
TTTFt TFT ftf FTFt Ft FT affftF TT fTT TT fr TTF 
TTTUT ft" FTFTfft Fft ft, FTT TFT ft* fftFJF TTTtT FFTTaifftT 
fTT TFT I RTf fftlfft ft FTT t fr fftrft 19.05.1981 TT 
FTTTTF TT?f FFTp1 TT#T TFf t, FfFT fftfftT TT TTftfT 

t I 

TFF FTFtfF TTFTTFt TTF FTT I T Tiff, FT TFT 
4 TTf Fff afF ^ fFfTTFF 

2008 (3) ALT 173 

(A.P.S.R.T.C. National Mazdoor Union Vs. A.P. State 
Road Transport Corporation & Others) TFgF fTT TTT if I 
T«ft ^ fFgH TfFfTfF 3 3#1TFT TT TT FT 1 t4f ^ 
3T^^F FT 24 Ff! afF amf^F FTF FF d<=h Rdl fr fT 
3T^F 4 FTFtFF FTf TT 2 (P) aMfTT fFFTF a#T 
Itft ^ 3tf4f fttstIt tt ft t i 

■^4 FT FFf FF TTT fTT TF TF^F fFfTFFF TT «TT 
t^T 3TtFFT fTT I 


TFFfFTT T fTT f 4 afF fFFTT TfFfrfF T 

?TT aHchP4d fTT t , FF FT TTTT T 3TtTTFf Fff 3fF ^ 
TF^F FFf TF T afF FTT 3TFt Ff 3TJ^F T TTTfF 
3TFTRT T5F TTFFTF ^ FF affTF fTT t fr TTT fFTT 
3#1FFT FFT TF^F fr4Fl FT TITJ^T 3TFTITT TF fTT t 
afF F FT TT T t fT F?fTT TTFT T FFF fFfTFFF T 
fTSFF TT^TFf FT^ t I FT TTTF T TFF fFfTFFF T TFt T 
FFT TF^F fTT TT t T TTTtF F^F TTTTF FF1 frfTTT FT 
“TTTtT” T#TT TT t I 

TFfTT 1988 (l)LLJ 207 AP 

(Hindustan Zinc Workers Union & Others Vs. 
Management of Agnigundala Lead) fFfTFFF TTJF fTT 
TT if I FT fFfTTFF T 3TFTTT T5F TTTTF T PlfdaF FT 
^F TTTtT TT, TT^ TTT FF Tf Tf^F fTT t fr FF ^F 
TT#T t, FTfe TF TT#T, ^TF-TfTT T FtTT ^T t I 
F?fTT TTTT T FT FTT T^T fTT f I fTlfF T fT 
fFfTTFF ^ 4f FTtf TTT TFt FT TT T#* T TTT I 

T«ft TfFfrfF ^ 3T4 FFf ^ FF Tf TFT t fr ffTlT 
19.05.1981 ^ FFFT^T Tt 3FF TTt TF? Tt TUT TaiTlff 
FFT Fft TT ^JFft TF^ FT F«F Fit TTTItF Ff 4 ^ Rdd, 
T«ff Fft afF ^ Ttf T^F TFTFUt FF TFf t, fTFT^ FFT FtT 
Ft fr farfr 19.05.1981 ^ FTn^T Fft 3TF TTt TFf Fft 
FTUTT FaiTFf T TT T^FFTlFt TTTtF T ff FT I 

Tfrt fFrfF ^ iff frTF ^ ff fttItf TFf t fr fTTfT 
19.05.1981 Fft fFTaft TT 1 afF TT TffFTT TT^F TT ^ 
#FffFTTTFTTT^TFFFt'FTTJ r l FT“FTTWdT”t I FTt 
FFTF ^ FF fFTTT flf^F fTT TTT t I 

fTTTTT TW 3, 8 TTcf 11 

TFF FtFf fFTTT Tt RT ^Tf ^ TTfTF t 3TF: FF^ 
TTT ft Mn FT TTT fTT TT FFT t I 

TFf TT 3TTT FTFTF 3TTT FUT T FF arfTTFF t fr 
fFTaft FTT 2 T TFF FTFFTF T TTT fFTT 17.05.1985 afF 
02.07.1985 FTt T*4 t TF 137 SlfTFff Fft TSTt 4 , 

fTTT TFFt TT FTFT FT TT TT4 FTTTFT FTT FFTT T I TFF 
T4T TFT T TFF TFFTF T FTTaj UfFF FF4 T FtFF Ft 
fFTaft FTT 2 '4 TTFTt TTR 3T^T F ar^fTF FFtT T FTTTTT 
TFT FT TFf 3TTT1FT 3fF TFF FfTFT Fft TFTtf FTTTTT TFT Fft 
FTFfFTFt TFT T ^ TFTFT TTTT TfTFT FTT TTFTT TT^F 
FTT, FTt fFFFFT T TFf fUT afF 3TTTf TTt T TfF arfTT, Tt 
TTT TFT T 4, T FTTT fFUT 26.07.1985 FTt RT FTTFrtFT 
TF fUTT I TF FTTTlFT TfTFT T fFFf T fFTFtF afF ST^fTF 
TT oTFFTF T 3T1FT t I fFTaft TT 2 T FTTFF 37 TfTFT FTt 
WTTt fFTfT 30.07.1985 FTt TF Ft I TF TTTt 31^T 3fF 
FFfrrfrjit t, FTtfr wrrt ft fttft arTFFfr t i frraft 
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[ RTRII—7sFR 3(ii) ] 


RTR 2 # ## RTT RT# TTRTRT R# ?|37T RT 3qk RI RT# 100 RR 
#RRT f#JRR RR ' = 5rcTRTr ^TT TIT t I RPR ###' sJTCl f#RT RRT 
'HH^fidl 3#R t 3# ###' # feff # Pcmld t I f#T# RTR 
2 R # WR TRR c#TT RTT#, ###' Rff RTf, RRRTTRTT 
RR RT RTTRTR I I RPR ###, Pd#H TTHsffidl f#RT, 

RR #RRTT R 3TRT1 Rf#RfR R# RRTRT 3# R# TTHs^ld # 
f#R STpRRTR R# fih'HI I f#T# RTR 2 % 3ply|P|ct> fqqid 
3TpRf#TRRft RTR 25(H) 3# T#pf # RTTR # #f#T RT# # 
f#R £##) # dRTd I7RTSJT RT7RTR 3# RR #RRT f#f# 
TTH#dl RTTRTRT, # RdPHilPd^uf f | arfRRTRT #RRT RPR R^ 
Rft RRT 3P#R # RTI R pf RT# RT# # I ### R T#5^T # 
F#l RTT oTHI R# fd-Rl, R F#l yidd # RTR 4 tWik i?’ I in 
PTRTTT Tf #R# RTT# f#T# RTR 2 # R# f#TRT 19.05.1981 # 
TTRlf# # RTTR # Rf#T RTT f#TT t I 

RRR 3TfRRRRf' RTT f#T# RTR 1 # RI RoTT f#TT I % 
f#TRT 26.07.1985 RTT TTHlfldl #2# # TW # TIT t f# RI 
f#T#R 7RT#RT t, f^RT RT RfRRTT # RTR R### R#RTTR R 
17RTRT f#R f I RI 7TR#RT, TJRI 3TpRRTTff # TRHT fRRTR # 
fRRRR % f#RT RRT t, PdTTRfl #RRT ITT fR#T R R# #5# RT 
TTRT# I RI # 3TfRRTRR fRRTT f % RRT RRfRTTTR TTRIT# # 
3TTRTT R7 f#RT RRT t I f#R #R#f Rif RRT Rdf fRRTT, IRRTT 
Riff fRRTR RT# R Riff fRRT I I RRR llRTRT 19.05.1981 ^ 
3T37TR RTRfRRft RR RRR RRR 7TRTRT RTR R7 RRRR RRTT t I 
BRR 7RTTRT RRf Rfd Rif fTRfR ^ fRR^ft RRT 1 RR RTff RjfRcR 
R?fRRRT1? ifRRfRT 19.05.1981 ^RRR7tRTffRTTRRTRfW7T 
R#'RTTTRRt I 

fRR# RRT 2 ^ fR 3TpRRRRf ^ 7TRR df 3TR^ RTRTR 4' 
Rl? 3TpRRTpRR fRRTT t fRT RRR RpTRlf ^ 7TRR 4 fRRlRT 
17.05.1985 3fk 02.07.1985 RR RT7T 25 N sMfRRT 
fRRTR 3#rfRRTT W 3TRRf^ xnaf^r RR 7T7RR7 RR f^RRTR; 

RTf 3TRTRRTRRT ^R fRRT ^ I TTRRi RlfiRR 7?d ^ Rt7TR # 
RfRRff ^ ^ RTcff R7 7^f%SRT 7)RlPd^Pd Rif RR^RTgf 
Rvff 3ffT7 fRRSff RRT 2 Rfl 3TpRRRRT RfRRff ^ R7RT8T7 RT7 
RiafRT RR fRR; I ?7T RT«fRT RR RT RTRT R7 ^hP4rK R7 
R^fR RIRT % RT7T 25 N sMfRRT fRRTR 3TfRfRRR RT RT«fRT 
RR RTf Persue RTT^ Rif 3TTRRRRRR RRf t I ^7# RRRTR 
3TpRRR7f, ^R(R RT 7TR5T RR^RTgf I fRRlRT 25 ^RTT^, 1985 
RR '^RTR 3TpRRR7f R RHsfldl 3TfRPdRsld fRRT I fR ^TTR 
TTRSTlR RR 7TR) RR7RR RR^7 7TR ^ Rf TRrd 7RIRR7T 3fl7 
fR^RT $ RfSlR 137 RfRRR" R fR TTRfM RT RRcT RTRT RlR RTRT 
3TTpafRT RRR RTRT RRT fRR t I RTTRfRRRR RT7T 2 (00) ^ 
3TRRfd RRR' H7F RfRRff RfT ^RRf 7TR1RT RRf RfT R^ t R7R 
RfRRR - R 7%fR5RT RRlPd^Pd cfT t I fRTTTt RT RR^7 ^ 
RR7R R7RT^7 R#‘ RT7RTR; I 

RTRf RT fRTRR Rfdf^R RR RRf t fe RTRf RfT 7TT^R ^ 
RR TRW: RRlfRcT t fe fRRfRT 26.07.1985 RR RH^fldl fRRT 


STfRRRT RT fRTRT RRT t sf[7 RR Rf fe RfRRR TT T^P^R 
RRTfR^fR RTafRT RR, ^TRTR 7TRRT 77TTR 3TTfR R7 ,J T7TTR R 
TTsTRTT RTRT^T RRTRTR; RR; f I RRRR RR RT RRf t fe RRR 
TTRSTTR R7 R7RT8T7 RT7R RTR RTR RfRRR RR fRTT R7RTRR ^ 
3TfRRT7T 'RTRT fRR^ftRR RRT 7^ ^", RR R^ 1983 RR T?, RRfRT 
RR fRRTR Rf R7T 7TRR RRPR RRf ^3R RT I RRRR RR RT RRf t 
fe RTTRfRRTRT R RRR RR^Rl# WRRf Rlt RfTRTRT R 3RRT t 
sfrr RR RWT ITT RR7R 3T^R ttR RRRTRt t, RRlfe RTR 
25(G), 25(H), 25(N) sfTRtfRRT fRRTR 3#rfRRq RR |RR 
3TRR% RR cp^lR fRRT 76, 76R;, 77, 78 RfT RT7TRT Rif Rif Rf 
3 t1t TTRrIrT fRRTRT 19.05.1981, 26.07.1981 3 t1t 
25.02.1985 Rft RTRIRT R#‘RfT R| t I RRR RTRRTRf ^ PTMlld 
RfT Rf RR RRT ‘jfRR 3T^fRR RR ^TRRIT Rff #RT 3RRT t 
3TRR RRff RT 7TR«fR R fRR fRfRRRR RT^R fRTR - 

2015 (4) Supreme Court Cases 544 

(Mackinnon Mackenzie & Company Limited Vs. 
Mackinnnon employees Union) 

2015 (5) Supreme Court Cases 786 

(Durgapur Casual Workers Union & Others Vs Food 
Corporation of India & Others) 

IRRT PcmOd fRRRT RTR 1 ^ ^TR RfdfRpR RR RRf t 
fe RTTdfRRTdT R RRR RTRf RfWFR ?TR RTpR^R RfRRRTR 
7TR#RT 3TPRRR7T ^ 7TR8T 7TRlM RfT RTpfRTRT RrfiRR RT 
RR, fRRlRT 26.07.1985 Rff RRT 7TRlfTRT fRTRT 3T(7 7TRlM RfT 
RT7TRT R7RR RT^fRT RR RTgR RT7 T^feRT RcjlPd^Pd RT# 3# 
7TH#'lcT # 3TRTR 7TR7R 3TTl#RT RTTR WR fRRT I RR RT# 
#RRff RfT WRRT # R# if t Rf RTR 25(G), 25(H), 
25(N) 3TT#p|ch fRRTR 3Tf¥#TRR#IR# SRRjfRR^ cfT^Oi) 
fRRR 76, 76TT, 77 ^ 78 Rff RTRTRT RR RRR # R# RRRT t I 

RRRR RR Rf RRf t % fRR#R 7TRlfTd fRRTRT 
26.07.1985 RR ITT fR^RT # 3FRTfR t#TTrT R# # RT 7TRTRtl 

RRRR RI # RRf t fRT RT# Rff 3# R RT^R 7TT#RR # 
3TfRf7RR RTRR RR R T#T53RT dRlPd^Pd RT#R RR 3fpT7 TTfT# 
3TTfR RT Tp# if TTsTRTT RTRT^TT RTTR RT# RTRR 7TT^T # TirpT 
R# t, RRTfRT #7T RTlf 3TpRRRR RT#RR RT, RRTRRfT RT R# tl 

#f RRf fRRR) RT RRR fRTRT I 

RT#RH RfT 3ftT R TTT#RR # Tpcp fR; t RRHR TT# R 
3TRR p^T RTRR # RTRR RR R RI RTRT 1? f# fRRTRRT 'gTR 
RTJR TTRlfTRT fRRlRT 26.07.1985 RTSRRTTfT R# t, R#f# ITT 
RT fRR RTR #R#f RT ITRT 8 TT f#R; t, R#, R#TR RT RR# 
TTTpR# R 3TpPpR R# f#RT RT I RR TTRITlcTT RT#, RRTR# 3#! 
RT RTPJRf t I R## 3#T RR# TTTpR# R RT# # T#R 5 T ^ RT 
T##5RT donPd^Pd R# RT# 3# R # R# TRFT RR RTpT 
f#RT RT I 3T# 3rPdPTRd R1RR RR # IR TTT#RU ^ RI RTRT 
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t fe yourn^fd ht #i 3 Rf rt 4 rt -q^ %tt 
t, ^ gS t cTSTT RRR HT4RT RR RHRTT R#' gRTR R gdT^ 
TTRRTT HHRf t I 

HT TTOTfRH RH HR TTRR R giSR RTRR R RH Rf 3TfRRTRH 
t fRT HRRTf ^RTR fR-TIRT 30.07.1985 RTf RRTRT RTf r|, RR^ 
RRT RRTRT RTHf 3 g4 RRf HRT RTH RR RffclT, RfftlT %R RR 
WRRl RR g3TTRRT R# fRRT RRT, RR RRT 25(F) 3MfRRT 
fRRTR 3#rfRRR RT RRR R Rf%TcT RTt 4 gg RRT gfRH RTf R^ t 
I HRRTf R5RHf ^ g4 RRR TTTRTTT R RTJRIr RTRT RFf Rff Rf I 

HTT RRR 3 fRRHf RRT 1 RTf affT ff TTTHf 3TTT. RT. RHTTT, 
giHT RR^RRT (RRfifRT R RRTTRR) TTRTRFT Tfe RTfRT RRH 
Hi Hid %. HRRgT R 3TRR gTHT RTRR 3 RH RRTR fRTRT t fRT 
fRRIRT 26 RjRTl 1985 RR RfRRR R RRRRR RT #R Rlddld 
RRTT affl RfRRff RT RTRRR RMRfRRf affT ^TTTf ^ThrRr 
TTRTRT^R <£ #R RRgftRT g3TT I RH RRT RRMRTR RR#RT 
RT, Rf RRRf R3T-91 t I HT1 RR^M RT RTR RfRRTf R RTcf R%R 
RR^T R T#R3RT RRTfR^fR RT ITT4HT RR ffg, RT RRTRcft RT 
t I ITTR RTR RfRRR 4 RlfRgRT RRR RT RTRl RT RTTRR 
RRR' RTRTR RR RR RRTT RfR^R fffR RR fflTT RTRT I TTTRFT RT 
RTR ff, RRTRR RfRRTf RTf, RR TTfRT RR 4 r> fRRT RRT I 

TTTSjf RTT. RR. RTRRTRR % Rt 3TRR RRR RR RT gigR 
RTtRR R 4t R# RTRT t fRT RfRRR R «3RdK RT #R RTRRfa 
Hf4 ^ RTR fRRlRT 26.07.1985 RR RfRRR RT RTRRR RfRfRfRRT 
3T(T ^R^ fRtfRRfRT TRRTRTt^R ^ RR^RRTf ^ #R 
TTRRTRT fan I RR fRRRlR RR#RT RT, fRR RT RTR R>4 r|Rr 7 
^ RTRTRT t, Rf RfRRTf ^ RfRfRfR ^ I 

TTTSTl RoT.RoT. R^iPdRI 4 3 Tr4 T]TsR RTRR ^ RRR RR 
4 RRTR fRRT t fRT RR TTRTRTR TRT^TT RRgT fRRTTT %. 
RRRgT ^'TT^TRRT^TsnfRRRff^RRRTfRgRR I^^TTTf^f 
TRTfRRffR RTRTRTtRR aflT TTRTRTR TRR RTSRT RTR fluid 
%. RT R?R affRT R^R RRR RTf TffRRT RRT-92 ^ Rf I RfRRTf 
Rff fR^fRR BRRR ?TR Rff RTT# Rf I RfR^R fRfR RT^, 1952 RT 
RTRRTRf R - 3TgTTK Rf RTR Rl 4 ld RfRRTf RT %R ^ Rf 
RlRTR fRfR RTf TT% «3RRK HR RTTR RTf RTRf Rf I ^RTf 
fRffRRffR RTRTRTfRH RT fRRRR RT RRH RfRRTf RT RfR^r 
fdfR 3TRTRR RTf TTfRT affT fRRtRRT 44f<K RR 3TRTRR TTRTRTR 
Tfe RTfRT TTOR: fRRTTT %. RT RfR^T fRfR RTR R RT W 
44^1! ffTTTf ^TR4 fRlfRRffR RTRTRTf^RHR RTRT RTTRT Rf 
Rldl Rf I 

W TTTSjf RR RTRR t fe fRRIRT 26.07.1985 RTf RfRRTf 
RT RTRRR RfdfRfR afpfr "SfTTTf |tr 4 HRffRRffR RTRTRTfRR RT 
RR^RRT RT #R TTRfffcTT RR?f RTT-91 13TT RT I HRH RRRTR 
^TTTf ^TR4 HRffRRffR RTRTRTt^R ^ RfRRTf t 4 RT«fRT RR TTET 
fg fRT R^ TTR^ H 3TRT4R 4rrrf |tr 4 ^4fRRffR RTRTRrfRR 
t 4 T#R5RT TfdlfHdfd ^ eff 3TR: RRT Rf^R fRfR Rdf TrfRT 
efterf Rt 4 I HR RT RTITf tTR4 fRffRRffR RTRTRT^R HTT 4^4 


RR[ RRf" sffr RRTRfRTR R7 3TTRK RT R^ff aflMRlRckilf gff 
RTTH flTTTf fTR4 HRffRRffR RTRTRTfRR RT RRR RfRRTf RTT 
RfpR fRfR RTf TT% RR RcfTTR^R "^RT ^4 'gR^ ^ 7^ 
RTRT RTT RTf Rf Rf I 

4^ RRR TTTaffRnT ^ RTRT Rf^TR RTRRf RR KRlRg^RT 
3T«TRR iRTRT I 

RTRfRR RTf affT ^R RTf TTTRf RT^R fg t RR TTRf R 3TRR 
gTHT RTRR R IRRIRT 26-7-1985 RR TTRHfRT 3TfRfRg4 HTRT 
af[T 3TRfeR ^TfRRRT HTT RTRTRffR HTRT RTRT t I RfRRTfRT 
R TTTRfRR R 3TRR gT^r rtrr R fcIMfld RH RTRT t fe Rf 
RTT RTR RTf ■RTRRRff Rf RRf fRT fRRlRT 26-7-85 RR RTff 
TTRHfRT g3R RT RRf I RR TTRR R TTTSjf RRR, ffRRT, TRRTR, 
RdfRR, R1RTT RTSRHfffR 3TTfR R 3TRRf RfRRTf8JT R RTT RTRTRR 
RTf TRTRRTTTf Rf RRf RTRT RRTR fRTRT tl TTTSff RRTRT 4 3TRRf 
RfRRTf HT R RR RTRT t fRT RR RR RRRTlR RTf RTRRTlff t afpfr 
RR RTRT t fRT RR RRRTfR Rf RTR R 4^4 fTTR I 
3TfRRTlRT RfRRTRR Rf fRT RDR R 3TTR t, RRRR RR RRRTfR 
RTf RTRRTTTf RH ^ Rf H^H RTT fRRT t I RRR RTffaiR RTHfRH 
R R 4 Rf 3TRR gTHT RTRR RT RTRR RR R RRT R«R affRTR 
t, RRR>f RTRRTTTf RfR R Rf H^R fRTRT t I 

arqq gTHT RTRR ^ RTRR RR if RRR RRf RTRfRR 4 
fRRlRT 26.07.1985 ^ RR^M ^ RRR ff RH RTRR fRTRT t fRT 
RH TTRHfRT fRR RTR ^TfRRRT RT HTRT^ff R fRTRT RRT HR tg 
RRR RT RRR' TTTfRRT 4 R^H arfR^TR Riff fRTRT RT I RTR Hf HI 
RRf RTHfRR 4 TRsT RR RRRf RR 2/2 RT 3TRR HRTTHT HfRT 
TRtRTTR t I RRRf RR-2/2 fRRlRT 15.03.1983 RTT RH RRR t, 
fRRR RRR RRHfRT RTTR RTR RTR RfRRTf RTT, TTRTFT ^ 
fRgRR RfRRTf R RHHT R fRRTR #T RT RTFfRTHf RTT 3#[RTR 
Rr| ^ I frff ffarfR R HI TTTSjfRR RTT RTRR fRT RRRT HR 
fRRTRT 26.07.1985 RT HTHTRT RTTR RTR RfRRTf RTT arfTfH 
RHf" fRTRT RRT RT, TT# RHf t I 

RTRf Rff affT ff RTgR TTT#RR fRRRTT RTRT fRRTH fRRT 
g3TT t, 4 T#53RT ifRlfdRfd TTRRf TTgRR RT^RT RR RH?f 
Rg-2/1 RT 3TR4 HTHTRT TRfRTR fRTRT f I RRR TTTSjfRR 
4 T^feRT T^RTfRRfR ^ °RfRRRR RR t 4 fRir tjti xnafRT RRf if 
h4rT ffTH RHRf HR-7, ffrPRT RHRf Rg-12, RRTHT did RHRf 
Rg-2 HfRRT ffTH RHRf HRRg-7/4, 4 r RRRf H^g-5/3, Rfcff 
RHRf Rg-28, RTgRHRf Rg-23, RHRf Rg-38, HRTT RHRf 
Rg-33, dcOdld RHRf Rg-42, 3T^d THRTR RRRf Rg-78, 
^ffR RTRT RRRf Rg-82 RR' grffRR RH?f Rg-88 RT Rf 3TR4 
HTRT8TT HTRT TRfRTTR t I 3TRR arfctffRR RTRR RR ff RRR 
TTTHfRH R RH RTH4 RR RRTR fRTRT t fRT HI 4Wl4dT 
RT gdT^ ^ TTsTRTT HTRT8TT RTTRT %g Rg, RHg HR TTRR ^ 
RTRf RfRRTRH ^ 3TfRRRR Hf RRlReff RT RHf i? I 4f HI 
TTTHfRR 4 add T^ffSRT '^RTfRRffr ^ RT^RT RRT Ro RTR 
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ttrst# rt 3rf% snfafe rttr rpr rttrt t#rrt fRTRT t i 

## ##R R RR RT^RT fRT R ■gRTR R #, RTdf 4# RRT RT# 
RPR R# f I RRT # 3TfRRT TR#f RT ?M?R RTT# TTT#RR R 
#FR RR # RRR TT#T RR T#=bK f#RT t I TTTR # fR 
RTT^lPM R fRR# RTR 2 #FT# fr# f##Rf# RRTRTfRR RR 
#.RRT. 'SFft TT#T fRRRR R# # f#r # RT#TT RR RRR #RRR 
f#RT I RRR RT#TT RR #TTTf fr# ###Rf# RTRTRlfRR # 
RFRR # RTT #i; fRR# RTR 1 TTRTRTR #R R1RRT TTOg: fRRTRT 
f#. RRR’JF RT #.RRT. ?# RR RTR R fRRRTR RTT 3# RRT # 
RT# RfRRRTR R Rt.RRF. RTf TT#T RR ^R?nR RTRT f#RT t I 
#TTf fT#7T R RRRTRR# RRTR RT 3TTRTT RR RTR RRT f# RRf 
RHRdO R# aft RT R# ^RTR R TTRRTT TyTcTT^TT RRRTR RR, 
TT# R# RTRT RT TTRTRT I 

RRT RR # RR#T#fR T? f# fR RTSTPm R #TI RR 
f#TRT 15-3-1983 RR# RR-2/2 RT # 3T# TTTRTSTT Rif 
T#RTTTT t I RR RR #T°T RR f#TT# R1R RRR RfWTR P 
3T# # 3 RTR ###' RRTRiRR, RP#fRR, RRTffTR, RR#RT 
RR RRTR fRR RTf RRRR # fRRTT-fRR# RR ##R R# 7# 
RR#R RR RTfRRTR fRTRT RT I R#f RTR °#RR# £TTT f#TRT 
26-7-1985 RR TTR#RT Rf TTRRTRT 3TfRRTTTf # TTRST 7[3TT f, 
RTRT## fRTRT RRT t I 3pf#fRRT fRRTR 3Tf#RRR # 3TR#R 
RRTRRRfRRRf^lRRR 58 (2) (Tl) Tpf#RTfRRTRRfR#f#FT 
HTF RH#dl fRTRT RT TTRTRT t I 

R7TT RRT #RRTRR RT fRgTR R### # fTT RR) RTT 
TTRR t fRT RRR RTCR RR Rif 1983 RTT t, RRfe TTR?ftRT fRRlRT 
26-7-1985 RTT fRTRT RRT t R# RTRT "RT TTRTRT11 fRT RRR 
RTfR<Rcl RTTR RTRTT RTRTR RTRT RTRTT H fRTRT RRT Rl, O.'HI 
3TfR#ST TT RRTR R#‘ RT TRT t, R fT RfRRTRR ^JTT RRTfRR fT 
fRTRT RRT t I ^rfT fTRfR R RTRfRR RTT RR' 3TfRRTRR fRT fRRlRT 
26-7-1985 RTT RTRSTTcTT 3TRTfRRTR ^RfRRRT RTR fRTR RTR RT 
RTIRR 3T^R t, RRf R1RT RT RRTRT I 

RRT* RR fRRm RR R T3eRTRRtR t fRT fRRlRT 26-7-1985 
RR RRlfTRT arfRRTRT RT RRR fRTRT RRT t^RT fRRSjTR 

THHsHldl t 3fTT RTRSTTR RR t^RT WT8TTRTRf RRRRT RRT 
RTfRRRT ^TR Rf RT 1TRT RIRT RRRT t I fR RTTRT RRRT RT 
RRRR RTT, TTRTRT arf^PdRsId RTTR RR 3TT8RT R§f TRtRTRT RT 
TTRTRT tl Rt RfRRTRR R RR RRT RRTRT t fRT TTR#RT 
STfRRTiff RTf RRT ^R^RRT 3TRRT TRT^f fR TTRR t[ r! RRTRT 
RT I 

RRR TTHRIdl fRRlRT 26-7-1985 TRT#RT TgRR 3TfRRTTTt 
TTRR fRTRT RRT R^RT fRR#T TTHRIdl t, sftr ?TTRTf ^RRT 
RTf, 3ffT RR TTRRlRRTRdRT f RT RRT RTf TTRT TRRR fR^RT Pf Rt 
fRRfR fRTRT "RT TTRTRT t ^TTT fe RTRRfR R^RRR ^RTRTTTR R 
3TR^ MRRRR 2005 (8) RTT.TTt.Tft. 49 yfdMlRd fRTRT 

t I 


w|rr Mrr 3T^TnT Rf TTT^R RRTRRft RT 4^5 t, 
RTTd RRf yOlfuid RfdT t fe RT«ff RfRRTRR RTf WHRf RRT RTf 
R^ RTR RfRRTT RTTT TRRRRT RRTfRRfR RTf R^ t I RR RfRRTT 
RTf WRf Rf R#* RTf Rf f Rl fRTT RTR 25 3TlRfffRRT fRRTR 
3TfRfRRR R7 fRpRR RTRRTRT RTf RTRTRT R#‘ RTTR R TTRpRR 
RTRf arfRRTRR ^ f%R RfflfRfR ^ RRf TTTTRfR Rf Rid t, 
RRffRT T^fRJRT ^RTfR^fR RTTT 2 (oo) Rf SRpfR TJRRf RTf 
^Rf if RRf STTRf t I 

RR RTRf RfRRTRR RTf TRRRf fRTRT RTRT # RRTfRR RRf" 
t RRT RR WfRR t fe RR^ RTR T^fRJRT ^RTfR^fR off R^ t 
Rf pRf ffaffr if RTR 25 (F) 3TfRTffRRT fRRTR 3#rfRRR RTf 
RTRTRT 3fPfT TTTRTTT RTf ^ ST^RfR Rp RR RTf^ RRR Rf RRFR 
RRf RtRT I 

^TTT fRT RTRT fRRRR fRTRT RRT t fRT TTR?ffRT fRRlRT 
26-7-1985 1RIR 3TfRRTTTf ^ TTRR fRTRT RRT fRRSffR RR#RT 
t, 3ffT RTTRTf ^RRT RT TTRR RT RTti fRRTR RRTRT RTRT 3plT 
RTTRTf ^RRT ^ TTRR if fR^RT #R R#f RTRT RTRT t, TpTff Ml 
if RT«ff RTf TTR^ffd RTf ^RRT RTf ^Tcff RR 3TfRRTTT R?f 
t I fTf TTRR T? STfRRTTR ?TR Rf fR#RR fRTRT RRT t, RR fFTf 
RffR^R R fRTRT RRT t fRT RTRf RfRRTRR RTf WRf RTf Rf 
3TRRT RR^ RTR T^feRT RRTfRRfR, cff Rf fTTf RRTTT R RRR 
fRRTRRTf RR PMr fRTRT RTRT t I 

fRRTURT WTT 4:- 

RT«ff TTR R 3TRR T^RpR 3TTRT R^R Tp RR 3TfRRTfRR 
fRTRT t fRT RTRf ^TTTp TTRTRTR T2R RTfRT RRR fRRTTT %. 
RRRJT TTR t, fRTT^ fTTRT RTTRST TsTRTRT RT ^Ff RTTR RTR 
RfRRT TTRTR t I 1TPR RRTR R fRR# RTR 1 % RR STfRRTfRR 
fRTRT ■! f# RT# TTR R#lRTR TTR 3TRRR 't, RTT^ R^ 
T#RTR R# | RTf fTTRT RTpRST TsTRTRp RT RTPf RT# R# #RRT 
fTT TTR # TTRTR f I fTT TTR RR RTTTf fr# frfffRRfTR 
R7RTRTf#R # TTTRTR R Rf RTff 3TfTcT?R RRT t, RTTfTTR fR 
TTR RTf RfRRTT RTf 3TtT R RR RTR RTTJR RTTR RTT RTfRRTR R# 
I RfRRTT R TTR RTT RTff RTfRRTTT R# ffRT 3# R ff RTR 
RR# RR RTRTR RTf# RTT 3TfRRTR fRTRT t I 

fRR# RTR 1 RT RRR STfRRTR# RR RRT RT# #RRTRR 
d RT^R fRTRT 3# 3T# RfRRRT R RTT TTRR R 3TfRRTf#T fRTRT 
t fRT fRR# d TTRT RRTR# RR^T ^ Rp RRR R TT#fRRT 
3TTRTT RT RFRRT ^ TT# t, 3# #TT# ^T# f#f#rf# R7RTRlf#R 
TTTR1R Tp RT# #RRR # 3TfTR?R # RRTTT RT# RTf RTR R#' 
3TT#RTRt I 

fRR# RTR 2 f ff 3TRp RRT Tp RT# TTR RR 3T# 
TTTRFT Tp 3Tf#RR #R ff RTRRr fRTRT t 3# R# 3TTRf# # t 
fRT R# #RRR RTf 3# # RTR RR# RR 3TfRRRT R# t I 
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ot tot nfe 7m fef yriffe otrt n ffe ot fenfe 
ferfe fferfen iEriy#fe fe tfott nm fen fe fe tot 
137 9rfWM fef fe fe OTT TOTT 3Tk TTTH ^TT 3#1OTT TOT 
t I TITaff TTOT T fen fe# d^yy OTTpT OTT ffen fe, fenfe OT 
y=hd fefOT fef ffe OTfe TOT fefeOT T OTT TOT fe<J TnfmOTcr 
ffen fef OTTOT fe OTOT feTOTT TFOTTf OT aTpTOT OTT fe I 

nfef fef fetr fe ott fe ototsj ott otttt fenfe 
13-5-1988 OT TTftOT fT t, OTH 3OT "5OT OTH ^ 
nrn tt fe' ot rfef ott fe ffe '?tt tit fef tot ^tPtott fe nr 
TOTfe fe fTR OTffeOTT ffen OT I 

nfef fewm mft stIt ot ott# Tn^ft fef TnpT otT 
|OTT fe, fOTTlfe TOT ^ffeOTT fef OTT TOTfe OT 3#TOTT fen OTFTT 
OT fef I TTTfef OTfeT TIM 3 fT TTOTT fe OT OTTT ffen t ffe 
nfeffe Tfen 'OTTRT 3TST3I fef %OTT fTOT OT % TTOT 
TTTOTT TTTT, TT5 fen fe# #51 TT T TOTT! nfef fen fef 
fetT fe TTTOT fe TOT Tfef ffen OT1 t I TRT ffefef TTTSjf T 
OTTOTT T2T OTTT TOT Pn<d nfenfe fen TTOTJT (TT#f 
fen) OT TOT OT TOT fe f#T nfOTOTT ffen OTTT OTT Tfef 
fenfe I 

fefef fenfe fe TTTOT fe OT TOTfelT Tfef fe fe TTfe 
TTOT^OT Tfe OTOT TOT ftTTOT OTfnfe fen OTTJT fef fenfe 

fenfe fefeffenfrT tottt#ott fe fen# fef fetr fe nr tot 

OT feOTOTT TTTT fef I OTT ffefe OT fe fef OTf TOT OT^OT ffe 
OT OT, TTfTOT feOTTOT OTTT OTT# OTfOTOT OTTOT fe TT^T 
OT OTOTTOT OTT fe I T# OTTT OT fOTTOT ffePfe ffen OTOT fel 

ffeOTUOT few 12:- 

TT#f npTOTTOTT OTTT fefefer OTTO T#TfeOTOTfnnfOTT 

fen fe fe fnrsjf nr 2 fe nfe fenfer fen n fen nnfe 
OT^fer^fetOTtOTp I 

TTTOT fOTTSjf OTT 2 fef OTtT fe OT TOT TOTJT fen OTT 
fe OTfeTOTTT T feTOTM fe #fe fef fe fe OTT Tfel# 
feffen OTTfeffe TOT fe t I 

OT TRT T feOT fe TJOT 3#OTT# fe TTT^T TTOT OTT 
3fe ^OT Tfen 3TTTTM sfe TT OTT 10 afefffrn feOT 
3#lfOTT fe TTOTTf fe TRTfe Tlfefe TTTOTT T OTfeTOTT 
fe TOT fefe Tffe fen t I 

afefffrn fenr nffeOTT fe nrr 2 (k) T afefffrn 
fenr TftnfOT i i irrfe TRrfe ferran fer OTfero fe 
Trm fenT fe fe fOTTOT 3TOTT TTfOTTOT n fOTTOT fe 

fefefOT nfe fe ferfe fe fe 3 tott fekrfffe fenr fe fefe fe 

3TRTT t I OT fefefOTT fe fenfe TTOTfe fe TTferfe fe ferfe 


fe fefefe Tnrn afffeffe fenr fe 3mfe ttht afe OTfe 
ferfe fe 3fkrffrn otmTotott fe fenfferr fen nffer t i 

nfef arfrOTM t ffefe ott 2 nrr tot fe ferfe sfeT 

OT# fT ffenT TTFTT t T Tfef fe felfe fe OT ffen TOT in 
t i fefef frfer fe ife ffenr fe fenr fenr fOTfnn 3fn 
nfemfe fe tot fnflOT fe fefeffe t afk felfePin fenr fe 
fefe fe ttrtt t fer feifePin ffenr ttMott fe ttt 10 fe 
TRfer OT fefefrn ffenr ot ffen OTff nr fe ot 
OT rnffenrn fe tot fern t i otP tott fe ot fferran ot 
fnfe ffen ott t i 

TrffeOTM nr frfeffer tot ffenr ffe^fe fe ferfe fe fe 
frnfe fern# tt t, tot ot ot nffenr fe ffer tt ffen 
fe Tfffesn fe rnn t i 

fen ffe tott fferr ffen ott fe ffe nfe fefenm ot 

fferfe OTT 2 OT feTOT fein TTTffeT ^3TT fe fefe OT TTlffeT 
^3TT fe ffe fe fferfe OTT 1 fe feTOT nfef fe fePfT TTOT ffeffeT 
fferfe ott 2 nr ffen mr n afer ot fef Tnffe fe ffe 
TOT feTOTOT fef fferfet OTT 2 nr fefefe OTT fef Tf fe TTT 
Trfe ott TfeffejOT fenfr^fn fef t^ fe i ot fe TTTfnr nn 
Tnfeffefrnfe 19 - 05 -1981 ot feriTT totM fef TffTTn 
fe OTf TOTT fe fer fferfe OTT 1 TT ffefe TOTT OT fe# TOTT 

rrffen irfe 3mfr ott fe 1 

fefe frfeT fe TTfe feTOTOTT ffefe TOTT OT fe# OTjfer 

fferfe ott 1 fe ffenr tttt nfe fe fernfe fefifefe 1 
TTMnfer fe ffe fferfe ott 2 fe n ffefe tott ot fe# 

TFjfer TTfe feTOTOTT fe 3TT OTT fef OTf fe I 

fen ffe tttt ffeferr ffen mfe fferfe ott -1 ot ffefe 
tott ot fe# rrfnn nfe fewm fef ott# fen t fef ot 
ot! fe fer nfern fef fe# arffenR fferfe ott- 1 fe frfenT 
fe ffe nfe ot otT fe 1 fefef fffer fe nfef fernm fnfef 

TOTT OT OT# sfem TTTT OTTT OT felOTlfe OTf fe I TTOT 
fefefer 3fen fer ferTTTfer fe 1 

Sri: TTfem ffenr fe nnr tt fen tttott fe tttt 
feinr fe fefen fe frn rr# nffer ffen nrn fe- 

fenfe femf fenfffeffeT TnrT#fen nrnji, fefenr ferrfe 
TTnmr tot ttstt tot fferTn ffe. OTTy (tttott otttott) 
feTOTOTTOT 137 fefefef fef fenfe 30-07-1985 fe feOTjffeT 
OT OTT Tffe m ffefe# fe, fe fefefe nfeOTT ITT felT fe 
fe# 3fefT TTTT OT# feTOTTf OTf fe I 


-gn fem, nTnfen 
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11 WITt, 2016 

eRT.3Tr. 307.—3lklPlcb felTS 1947 ( 1947 

14) ^j^TTO 17^3110GI^^Hfa WT/^^ SIdPHill 
chlMlWH ^ ^ Wg PH4kchT afk 

<+)4<+)i<T ^ #^r sr^'sr t}’ [hR^ aflsilPicb Runs R 

WTR aMfw afEIWl T)cf 9TF ^ W 

(WfWT 89/2015) ^ y<=blfi>ld Wit t, k ^UlRl WTR 
^Tf 10.02.2016 STT WH |[3TT 8ITI 

[7T. TSf-27011/2/2015-3TTf3TK (TP)] 

UTRTST^, 3HE7TRuT 

New Delhi, the 11th Febraary, 2016 

S.O. 307. —In pursuance of Section 17 of the 
Industrial Disputes Act, 1947 (14 of 1947), the Central 
Government hereby publishes the Award (Ref. No. 89/ 
2015) of the Central Government Industrial Tribunal/ 
Labour Court, Chennai now as shown in the Annexure in 
the Industrial Dispute between the employers in relation 
to the management of M/s. Dalmia Magnesite Corporation 
and their workmen, which was received by the Central 
Government on 10.02.2016. 

[No. L-27011/2/2015-IR (M)] 
NAVEEN KAPOOR, Under Secy. 
ANNEXURE 

BEFORE THE CENTRAL GOVERNMENT 
INDUSTRIAL TRIBUNAL- CUM - LABOUR COURT, 
CHENNAI 

Wednesday, the 20th January, 2016 

Present: 

K.P. PRASANNA KUMARI, Presiding Officer 

Industrial Dispute No. 89/2015 

[In the matter of the dispute for adjudication under clause 
(d) of sub-section (1) and sub-section 2(A) of Section 10 
of the Industrial Disputes Act, 1947(14 of 1947), between 
the Management of Dalmia Magnesite Corporation and 
their workman] 

BETWEEN: 

The General Secretary : 1 st Party /Petitioner 

Salem Distt. Magnesite Union 

Labour Union, 237, 

Tharamangalam Road 
Old Suramangalam 
Salem-630012 

AND 

The General Manager : 2nd Party/Respondent 

Dalmia Magnesite Corporation 
(Prop: Dalmia Bharat Sugar and 


Industries Ltd.) 
Vellakkalpatti, Karuppur Post 


Salem-636012 


Appearance: 


For the 1st Party/ 
Petitioner Union 

M/s N. Ajoy Khose, Advocates 

For the 2nd Party/ 
Respondent 

M/s T. Poornam, Advocates 


AWARD 


The Central Government, Ministry of Labour & 
Employment vide its Order No. L-27011/2/2015-IR (M) 
dated 09.06.2015 referred the following Industrial Dispute 
to this Tribunal for adjudication. 

The schedule mentioned in that order is : 

“Whether the action of the Management of M/s 
Dalmia Magnesite Corporation in not extending the 
benefit of Section-18(1) settlement to the Petitioner 
Union but the settlement was signed by other union 
is justifiable or not? If not, to what relief the members 
of the Union are entitled? 

2. On receipt of the Industrial Dispute this Tribunal 
has numbered it as ID 89/2015 and issued notices to both 
sides. Both sides entered appearance and filed claim and 
counter statement respectively. 

3. On completion of steps in the dispute the matter has 
been posted for enquiry. In the meanwhile the petitioner 
has filed a memo seeking to close the dispute as not 
pressed. It is stated in the memo that the dispute has been 
settled and the Management had agreed to pay arrears of 
wages for the concerned workmen. It is on account of this 
settlement the petitioner sought to close the dispute. In 
view of the memo, the matter has to be disposed without 
any adjudication on merits. In the absence of the petitioner 
proceeding with the dispute an award is passed against 
the petitioner. 

K.P. PRASANNA KUMARI, Presiding Officer 

Witnesses Examined: 


For the 1 st Party/ : 

Petitioner Union 

None 

For the 2nd Party/ : 

Management 

None 

Documents Marked: 


On the petitioner’s side 


Ex.No. Date 

Description 

Nil 


On the Respondent’s side 


Ex.No. Date 

Description 

Nil 
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11 TTTTt, 2016 

eRT.3Tr. 308.—-sflsftfoF felU 3#m, 1947 (1947 
14) ^ STTO 17 ^ ^#4 TR4TR ffe44 

3TF4U 44mT«H [dfa^U afk ^ ^ WRT4 ^ TUPS 
sfk TT45 4,44)111 ^ #4, sr^'ET -4' aMfw f^lT 
^#4 TR4TR 3lklP|ch 3#PFrP4 T)cJ 9PT «4l4ld4, ^ 

W (#uf WIT 73/2014) ^ y+lfidd wft t, # i^#4 
WTR T4 10.02.2016 ^ WTf f3TT *4TI 

[41. T5T-30012/16/2014-3TT^3TK (Tn)] 

P#4 3*44 4#P4 

New Delhi, the 11th February, 2016 

S.O. 308. —In pursuance of Section 17 of the 
Industrial Disputes Act, 1947 (14 of 1947), the Central 
Government hereby publishes the Award (Ref. No. 73/ 
2014) of the Central Government Industrial Tribunal/ 
Labour Court, Chennai now as shown in the Annexure in 
the Industrial Dispute between the employers in relation 
to the management of M/s. India Oil Corporation Ltd. and 
Other and their workman, which was received by the 
Central Government on 10.02.2016. 

[No. L-30012/16/2014-IR (M)] 
NAVEEN KAPOOR, Under Secy. 
ANNEXURE 

BEFORE THE CENTRAL GOVERNMENT 
INDUSTRIAL TRIBUNAL- CUM - LABOUR COURT, 
CHENNAI 

Friday, the 29th January, 2016 

Present : 

K.P PRASANNA KUMARI, Presiding Officer 

Industrial Dispute No. 73/2014 

[In the matter of the dispute for adjudication under clause 
(d) of sub-section (1) and sub-section 2(A) of Section 10 
of the Industrial Disputes Act, 1947 (14 of 1947), between 
the Management of Indian Oil Corporation and Another 
and their workman] 

BETWEEN: 

Sri P. Munusamy : 1st Party/Petitioner 

AND 

1. The Plant Manager : 2nd Party/lst Respondent 
IOCL, LPG Bottling Plant 

SIPCOT, Perundurai 
Erode 

2. The Partner : 2nd Party/2nd Respondent 

M/s ASK Agencies, 

Hotel Srimurugan Building 
56, Devi & Co., Lane 
Coimbatore -641018 


Appearance: 

For the 1st Party/ : M/s V. Ajoy Khose, Advocates 
Petitioner 


For the 2nd Party/ : M/sT.S. Gopalan & Co., 
1st Respondent Advocates 


For the 2nd Party/ 
2nd Respondent 


Sri R. Shivakumar, Authorized 
Representative 

AWARD 


The Central Government, Ministry of Labour & 
Employment, vide its OrderNo. L-30012/16/2014-IR (M) 
dated 02.09.2014 referred the following Industrial Dispute 
to this Tribunal for adjudication. 

The schedule mentioned in that order is: 

“Whether the action of the management of M/s ASK 
Agencies, Coimbatore, Contractor of Indian Oil 
Corporation Ltd., Perundurai, Erode District in 
terminating the services of Sri P. Munusamy is legal 
and justified? If not, to what relief the workman is 
entitled to?” 

2. On receipt of the Industrial Dispute this Tribunal 
has numbered it as ID 73/2014 and issued notices to both 
sides. On receipt of notice the petitioner and the First 
Respondent have entered appearance through their 
counsel and the Second Respondent through the 
Authorized representative and have filed Claim and 
Counter Statement respectively. 

3. The averments in the Claim Statement filed by the 
petitioner are as below: 

The LPG Bottling Plant at Sipcot, Perundurai 
belonging to the First Respondent was working in two 
shifts. Apart from permanent workers, the First Respondent 
is employing workmen in the name of contract labourers 
through Contractors who are name lenders. The so-called 
contract labourers were involved in production alongwith 
permanent workers. Originally, one Saveria Pichai was 
appointed as Contractor by the First Respondent. After 
31.03.2003 the Second respondent was appointed as the 
Contractor and is continuing as such. The petitioner had 
contested election for the delegates to IOCEU and had 
succeeded in the election and was elected as one of the 
delegates. This was not liked by the Secretary of the 
IOEU. The petitioner had questioned the Second 
Respondent as to why the contract labourers who were 
actually reporting for work on all working days and carrying 
out work were issued with memo as if they failed to report 
for work. The petitioner has also questioned the First 
Respondent for not providing work to all the workmen. 
This was not liked by the Second Respondent. In 
November, 2008 as instigated by the Second Respondent, 
one Nanda Kumar attacked the petitioner. He was not able 
to report for work for a week after this incident. The Second 
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Respondent came to the house of the petitioner and forcibly 
obtained signature from the petitioner immediately after 
the incident of assault and it was written as if the petitioner 
has resigned his job. The petitioner did not give any such 
letter on his own. Since the incident was known to all the 
workers, the petitioner was allowed to join duty and he 
continued to report for work as usual. In the meantime the 
petitioner had asked for loan from the provident Fund. 
The Second Respondent obtained signature of the 
petitioner in some forms and blank papers on the pretext 
of getting PF loan. On 01.04.2009 the Second Respondent 
stopped the petitioner from work without any notice and 
without any reason. Even though the petitioner requested 
for work the Second Respondent did not give any reply 
and did not permit him to work also. The petitioner has put 
in more than 7 years of continuous service and has 
completed more than 240 days of service in each year 
preceding the date of termination on 01.04.2009. The 
petitioner has not been paid any compensation as 
contemplated under Section-25F of the ID Act also. Others 
who joined subsequent to the petitioner are retained in 
service so termination of the petitioner from service is in 
violation of Section-25G of the ID Act also. New workers 
were employed after the petitioner was terminated and 
therefore there is violation of Section-2511 of the ID Act 
also. An order may be passed holding that the action of 
the Second Respondent in terminating the service of the 
petitioner is illegal and also directing the Respondents to 
reinstate the petitioner in service with backwages and other 
benefits. 

4. The First Respondent has filed Counter Statement 
contending as below: 

The petitioner was admittedly engaged as contract 
labourer by the Second Respondent. The First Respondent 
has registered itself as a principal employer under the 
CLRA Act. The Second Respondent was awarded contract 
for attending different types of works. The petitioner is 
not entitled to any relief. 

5. The Second Respondent has filed Counter Statement 
contending as below: 

The contract workers under the Second Respondent 
have no involvement in the production process of the 
First Respondent. It is carried out by the employees of the 
First Respondent. The petitioner was engaged by the 
Second Respondent from 01.04.2003 and continued till he 
resigned from his job on 01.09.2009. The petitioner has no 
locus-standi to file the petition as he was no longer an 
employee of the Second Respondent as he left his services 
on 01.09.2009. The petitioner used to be absent from work 
continuously. A show cause notice was issued to him on 
22.01.2008 regarding his absence and he has submitted 
his explanation. Though his explanation was not 
satisfactory he was permitted to continue in employment 
on humanitarian grounds. The petitioner was again served 


with Show Cause Notice on 27.09.2008 for absenting for a 
total period of 40 days from January 2008 to August 2008. 
It is incorrect to state that the signature of the petitioner 
was obtained in blank white papers and certain forms. 
Though the petitioner remained absent from 01.04.2009 he 
resigned from his job on 06.04.2009 only so he was relieved 
from 01.04.2009. After resigning from job the petitioner 
did not approach the Second Respondent to permit him 
to work. The petitioner is not entitled to any relief. 

6. The evidence in the case consists of oral evidence 
of WW1 and MW 1 and documents marked as Ext.W1 to 
Ext.W12andExt.Ml toExt.M16. 

7. The points for consideration are: 

(i) Whether the action of the Second Respondent in 
terminating the service of the petitioner is justified? 

(ii) What, if any is the relief to which the petitioner is 
entitled? 

The Points 

8. The petitioner had been working as a contract 
labourer for the First Respondent under the Second 
Respondent. It is alleged by the petitioner that because of 
his union activities and his questioning the malpractices 
of the second Respondent he was stopped from work on 
01.04.2009, which according to him is without any 
justification. It is accordingly he is seeking reinstatement 
in the service of the Second Respondent, though, direction 
is sought against the First Respondent as well. 

9. The case of the second Respondent is that the 
petitioner had resigned from service on 06.04.2009 and 
there was no employer-employee relationship between 
them thereafter. According to the Second Respondent, 
the petitioner is not entitled to any relief since he had 
voluntarily resigned from service. 

10. Though the First Respondent, the principal employer 
is made a party to the proceedings, there is no case for the 
petitioner that he was under the direct employment of the 
First Respondent. He has specifically stated during his 
cross-examination that he was terminated by the Second 
Respondent and he is claiming relief against the Second 
Respondent only. 

11. The question to be considered is whether the 
petitioner is entitled to be reinstated in the service of the 
Second Respondent. It is admitted by the second 
Respondent that the petitioner was in its service from 
01.04.2003 and continued to be in service till 01.04.2009. 
However, according to the second Respondent, though 
the petitioner continued in service he was never able to 
complete more than 240 days of work in any 12 calendar 
months. It is the further case of the second Respondent 
that the petitioner has resigned from his job on 06.04.2009 
which has come to effect from 01.04.2009 from which date 
he has been absenting from work. 
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12. The Second Respondent has been relying upon 
Ext.Mil, Exts.M3, Ext.M4 and Ext.M13 to Ext.M16 to 
substantiate the case that the petitioner has resigned from 
service and it is not a case of termination of the petitioner 
from service. Ext.Ml 1 is a resignation letter dated 06.04.2009 
said to have been signed by the petitioner. The case of the 
petitioner during his examination is that signature 
contained in Ext.Ml 1 is not his at all. However, the case in 
the Claim Statement is something different. What he has 
stated in the Claim Statement is that the Second 
Respondent came to his house and forcibly obtained 
signature immediately after 11.11.2008 on which date there 
was some attack on him by a co-worker and it was written 
in the paper in which he was made to sign that he has 
resigned his job. He has further stated that he did not give 
the said letter on his own. So the case of the petitioner 
that Ext.Ml 1 does not contain his signature cannot be 
accepted because of the very statement in the Claim 
Statement that he was made to sign a letter resigning his 
job. 

13. So far as the case that the petitioner was made to 
put his signature in the resignation letter by force is 
concerned, this is not supported by any acceptable 
evidence. There is only the contradictory statements made 
by the petitioner in this respect. The Second Respondent 
is described as the partner of M/s ASK AGENCIES in the 
Claim statement. The petitioner has not stated who is the 
partner who reached his house on 11.11.2008 to get his 
signature by force. He has not stated how force was exerted 
on him on the day. He has also not stated who all 
were present when his signature was obtained. Why 
should the petitioner put his signature in a resignation 
letter if he does not want to and that too from his own 
house? 

14. According to the Second Respondent the petitioner 
has submitted his application to the Provident Fund 
authorities for his Provident Fund dues after he resigned 
from his job and the amount has been remitted to his 
account also. MW 1 has stated that the applications were 
forwarded to the Provident Fund authorities from his 
office. The petitioner has stated during his cross- 
examination that Exts.M3 and Ext.M4 are the claim 
submitted by him to the Provident Fund Organization. 
Ext.M3 is a claim in Form No. 19 and Ext.M4 is in Form-10C 
of the Provident Fund Act. The details of the Ration Card 
and Bank account are also required for claiming Provident 
Fund dues. The petitioner has stated during his cross- 
examination that he had furnished these details to the 
Provident Fund authorities. Ext.Ml3 is the details of the 
bank account of the petitioner and Ext.M14 is a copy of 
the first page of Ration Card of the petitioner. It is pointed 
out on behalf of the Second Respondent that these details 
must have been furnished by the petitioner only because 
he was aware that he is claiming Provident Fund dues 
from the authorities consequent to his resignation from 


the Second Respondent establishment. This argument has 
force. Unless these were submitted by the petitioner it 
would not have been possible for the Second Respondent 
to forward the claim. There is no case for the petitioner 
that the details were obtained from him by force or fraud. 
There is no specific case also that his signatures in Ext.M3 
and Ext.M4 were obtained by force. So the case that a 
resignation letter was obtained from the petitioner by force 
is not substantiated by any evidence. Ext.Ml 1 is to be 
accepted as the resignation letter from the petitioner 
consequent to which he had applied for his Provident 
Fund dues. 

15. There is one more aspect which probabalizes the 
case that the petitioner had resigned from his job. The 
Provident Fund dues reached the account of the petitioner 
on 29.01.2010. If the case of the petitioner that his signature 
was obtained by force in the resignation letter is true he 
would have known when the Provident Fund dues came 
to his account on 29.01.2010 itself that he was cheated by 
the Second Respondent. However, the petitioner has not 
done anything immediately after 29.01.2010. On the other 
hand, he waited till 2013 to raise the dispute. Ext.W5, the 
copy of the petition filed by the petitioner before the Asstt 
Labour Commissioner, Madurai does not contain any date. 
However, Ext.W6 the reply by the Second Respondent 
bears the date 18.04.2013. If the petitioner was actually 
cheated he would not have slept over his right for such a 
long time. The only probability is that the petitioner had 
resigned and consequently he had claimed his Provident 
Fund dues and collected the dues that was remitted to his 
account and was satisfied with the same. The present 
dispute seems to be the result of an afterthought. 

16. It is the contention of the Second Respondent that 
in any case the petitioner had never completed 240 days 
of work in any calendar year and he had not completed 
these days immediately preceding the date of his alleged 
termination also. Even as seen from the documents 
produced by the petitioner he seems to have been 
unauthorizedly absenting himself from work. Ext.W 1 is 
the Show Cause Notice issued by the Second Respondent 
to the petitioner in January 2008 and Ext.W2 is the 
explanation given by him. As seen from Ext.Wl the 
petitioner was absent without prior intimation between 
September and December 2007. In Ext.W2 he has stated 
that he was out of station for medical facilities and was 
not able to attend his duties properly. Ext.M8 is another 
Show Cause Notice dated 27.09.2008 showing absence of 
petuitioenr without intimation for 40 days during the period 
from January to August 2008. By Ext.W8 the petitioner 
has explained that he has taken leave because of illness. 
In his resignation letter what the petitioner has stated is 
that he is unable to continue his work because of his 
illness. Ext.Ml6 is the service particulars submitted by the 
Second Respondent to the Provident Fund Organization 
along with the claim for Provident Fund dues. The days of 
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absence of the petitioner are given in this. If considered 
along with Exts.M8 and Ext.M9 it could be seen that the 
particulars furnished as per Ext.M16 must be correct at 
least in respect of the year preceding the date of his 
termination. Of course there is the fact that the second 
Respondent has not produced the muster roll or attendance 
register to show the number of days for which the 
petitioner had worked during the period. But the petitioner 
did not make a request to have the documents produced. 
The petitioner did not adduce any evidence also to show 
that he was in continuous service and had worked for 
more than 240 days in the 12 months preceding the date of 
his termination and also int the previous years and he is 
eligible for the benefit under Section-25F of the ID Act. 
Ext.M16 and other documents produced on behalf of the 
Second Respondents are to be considered in this 
background. The available documents would show that 
the petitioner has not completed 240 days of work in the 
12 months preceding the date of his termination. So even 
assuming that the petitioner has been terminated from 
service it could not be termed as one in violation of Section- 
25F of the Act. For this reason also the petitioner will not 
be entitled to any relief. 

In view of my discussion above, I find that the 
petitioner is not entitled to any relief. The reference is 
answered against the petitioner. An award is passed 
accordingly. 

K. P. PRASANNA KUMARI, Presiding Officer 


Witnesses Examined: 


For the 1 st Party/ : 

Petitioner 

WW1, Sri P. Munusamy 

For the 2nd Party/ : 
Respondent 

MW1, Sri S. Kannusamy 

Documents Marked: 


On the Petitioner’s side 

Ext.No. 

Date 

Description 

Ext. W1 

22.01.2008 

Show Cause Notice issued by 
the II Party to the I Party 

Ext.W2 

29.01.2008 

Explanation given by the I Party 

Ext.W3 

08.11.2008 

Medical Certificate of the I 
Party 

Ext.W4 

11.11.2008 

Letter given by the I Party to 
the II Party 

Ext.W5 

- 

2(A) Petition filed by the I Party 
before the ALC (C), Madurai 

Ext.W6 

08.04.2013 

Reply of the II Party filed 
before the ALC 

Ext.W7 

22.07.2013 

Rejoinder filed by the I Party 

Ext.W8 

23.09.2013 

Reply Statement filed by the II 
Party 


Ext.W9 31.05.2014 Failure Report 

Ext.W10 02.09.2014 Order of Reference 

Ext.Wll - Wage slip of the I Party 

Ext.W12 - Identity Card and EPF Account 

Slip of the I Party 

On the Management’s side 

Ext.No. Date Description 

Ext.Ml 31.07.2013 Licence issued by Licensing 

Officer - ALC © Madurai to 
ASK Agencies - covering the 
period from 30.07.2005 and 
periodically up to 30.07.2012 (3 
sheets) 

Ext.M2 06.01.2006 Letter from ALC(C) Chennai 

under Reference No. M/46/24/ 
99-D4/B2 dated 06.01.2006 
enclosing copy of the letter 
u/r reference No. M/46(24)/99- 
I/D4 dated 05.07.1999, copy of 
Form-II M.46(24)/99-D4/I under 
Registration No. RI/10/99 
dated 05.07.1999 

Ext.M3 - P. Munusamy’s claim in Form 

No. 19 submitted to the PF 
Organization 

Ext.M4 - P. Munusamy’s claim in Form 

No. 10C submitted to the P.F. 
Organization 

Ext.M5 - Letter of P. Munusamy to the 

Respondent II for his 
misconduct in his employment 
dated 02.05.2008 

Ext.M6 - Show Cause Notice issued to 

P. Munusamy dated 22.01.2008 
for his absence from 
September to December 2007 

Ext.M7 - P. Munusamy’s reply to the 

above show cause notice 
dated 29.01.2008 

Ext.M8 - Show Cause Notice dated 

27.09.2008 issued to P. 
Munusamy for his absence 
from January to August 2008 

Ext.M9 - P. Munusamy’s reply dated 

30.09.2008 for the above notice 

Ext.M10 - Show Cause Notice dated 

30.12.2008 issued to P. 
Munusamy for this 
misconduct in his work 

Ext.Mll - P. Munusamy/s resignation 

letter dated 06.04.2009 
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Ext.M12 - Letter of Respondent II to the 

Respondent I seeking 
permission to replace the 
vacancy caused by 
Munusamy’s resignation 
dated 14.05.2009 

Ext.M13 - Munusamy’s Bank of Baroda 

Account details 

Ext.M14 - Munusamy’s Ration Card first 

page 

Ext.M15 - Form No. 3-A submitted in 

respect of P. Munusamy to the 
P. F. Organization by the 
Respondent-II for the years 
2007-08,2008-09 


Industrial Dispute No. 71/2014 

([In the matter of the dispute for adjudication under clause 
(d) of sub-section (1) and sub-section (2A) of Section 
10 of the Industrial Disputes Act, 1947(14 of 1947), 
between the Management of Indian Oil Corporation Ltd. 
(LPG Bottling Plant) and Another and their workman] 

BETWEEN : 

Sri T. Duraisamy : 1 st Party/Petitioner 

AND 

1. The Plant Manager : 2nd Party/lst Respondent 
IOCL, LPG Bottling Plant 
SIPCOT, Perundurai, 

Erode District 
Erode 


Ext.M16 - Service particulars submitted 

to the PF. Organization by the 
Respondent II from 01.02.2002 
to 31.03.2008. 

Rf 11 TT4TI, 2016 

eFT.3TT. 309. —3lklPl=b fRRTR 33f«#RRT, 1947 ( 1947 
14) ^Fft ?TRT 17 33gRRJT ^ 

3JRR3 cbmlWH Pdfok 3jfc ^ RT WJRR W RR5 Pi 4 Mkf 
3JR RR^RT RT #ET, 3RJRR R fRf^R 3)klPl4> fRRTR R 
cPkd HIW SlWlPlR 33fRRRR RR 503 -4I4M4, W 
W (RR*f WTT 71/2014) RR wfRR Wt t, RT ^#3 
RRTR RR 10.02.2016 RR R3RT I|33T RT| 

[33. RoJ-30012/21/2014-33lf33R ( 1313 )] 

RRlRR^ 33R7 73fRR 

New Delhi, the 11th February, 2016 

S.O. 309. —In pursuance of Section 17 of the 
Industrial Disputes Act, 1947 (14 of 1947), the Central 
Government hereby publishes the Award (Ref. No. 71/ 
2014) of the Central Government Industrial Tribunal/ 
Labour Court, Chennai now as shown in the Annexure in 
the Industrial Dispute between the employers in relation 
to the management of M/s. Indian Oil Corporation Ltd. 
and Others and their workman, which was received by 
the Central Government on 10.02.2016. 

[No. L-30012/21/2014-IR (M)] 
NAVEEN KAPOOR, Under Secy. 
ANNEXURE 

BEFORE THE CENTRAL GOVERNMENT 
INDUSTRIAL TRIBUNAL-CUM-LABOUR COURT, 
CHENNAI 

Friday, the 29th January, 2016 

Present: 

K.P. PRASANNAKUMARI, Presiding Officer 


2. The Partner : 2nd Party/2nd Respondent 

M/s ASK Agencies 
Hotel Srimurugan 
Building, 56 Devi & Co., 

Lane 

Coimbatore-641018 


Appearance: 

For the 1 st Party/ 
Petitioner Union 

For the 2nd Party/ 
1st Respondent 

For the 2nd Party/ 
2nd Respondent 


: M/s Ajoy Khose & R. 
Kathiravan, Advocates 

: M/sT.S. Gopalan & Co., 
Advocates 

: M/s R. Shivakumar, 

Authorized Representative 

AWARD 


The Central Government, Ministry of Labour & 
Employment vide its Order No.L-30012/21/2014-IR (M) 
dated 28.08.2014 referred the following Industrial Dispute 
to this Tribunal for adjudication. 

The schedule mentioned in that order is : 

“Whether the action of the management of M/s ASK 
Agencies, Coimbatore, Contractor of Indian Oil 
Corporation Ltd., Perundurai, Erode District in 
terminating the service of Sri Duraisamy is justified? 
If not, to what relief the workman is entitled?” 

2. On receipt of the Industrial Dispute this Tribunal 
has numbered it as ID 71/2014 and issued notices to both 
sides. Both sides entered appearance through the counsel 
and filed Claim and Counter Statement respectively. 

3. The averments in the Claim Statement filed by the 
petitioner in brief are these: 

The LPG Bottling Plant at Perundurai is owned by 
the First Respondent, the Indian Oil Corporation Ltd. 
Apart from employing direct permanent workers, the First 
Respondent has been employing workmen in the name of 
contract labours through Contractors who are only name 
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lenders. The contract labourers were involved in 
production along with permanent workers. The production 
work in the bottling plant is a continuous process. The 
contract labourers were employed to carry out various 
handling work inside the plant and also for loading and 
unloading, house-keeping, etc. Originally one Saveria 
Pitchai was appointed as the Contractor of the First 
Respondent. After 31.03.2003 the Second Respondent was 
appointed as the Contractor and is continuing till date. 
The petitioner has contested the election for the Joint 
Secretary to IOCEU and has succeeded in the election 
and was elected as one of the Joint Secretaries. This was 
not liked by the Secretary and the other Joint Secretary of 
the Union. The petitioner had questioned the manner in 
which the work was carried out by the Second Respondent. 
So the Second Respondent orally terminated the service 
of the petitioner and stopped him from work on 03.07.2008 
without issuing any notice and without assigning any 
reason. The petitioner had sent letters to the Second 
Respondent requesting to reinstate him. The Second 
Respondent did not give any reply to the petitioner, nor 
was he reinstated. The Second Respondent asked the 
petitioner to bring his Card and Identity Card to consider 
his request for reinstatement. Thus he went to the Office 
of the Second Respondent in Coimbatore. They collected 
the punch card and ID Card of the petitioner and asked 
him to sign some papers and told him that he would be 
given employment only if he signed the papers. The 
petitioner put his signatures in the forms and papers put 
before him accordingly. The petitioner was told that he 
would be informed over phone as to when he had to report 
for work. When the petitioner was expecting information 
regarding his employment with the Second Respondent 
he came to know that the amounts due from Provident 
Fund Account were credited to his Savings Bank Account. 
The petitioner did not withdraw this amount. Though the 
petitioner repeatedly demanded for his reinstatement the 
Second Respondent did not give any reply. The case of 
the Second Respondent before the Asstt. Labour 
Commissioner that the petitioner has resigned from his 
job is not correct. It is a case of termination and not 
resignation. The termination is in violation of Section-25F 
of the ID Act. The Second Respondent has also violated 
Section-25G and Section-2511 of the Act. The petitioner is 
entitled to be reinstated in service with continuity of 
service and other benefits. An award may be passed 
accordingly. 

4. The First Respondent has filed Counter Statement 
contending as below: 

The petitioner was admittedly engaged as a contract 
labourer by the Second Respondent. The First Respondent 
has registered itself as the principal employer under the 
CLRA Act. It is having certificate of registration. The First 
Respondent is not a necessary party to the dispute as the 
petitioner was employed by the Second Respondent. The 
petitioner is not entitled to any relief. 


5. The Second Respondent has filed Counter Statement 
contending as below: 

The Second Respondent is providing manpower to 
Indian Oil Coiporation at LPG Bottling Plant at Perundurai 
for loading and unloading, handling and house-keeping 
works in the plant. Contract workers is not engaged in 
production work in the plant. The petitioner was engaged 
by the Second Respondent till he resigned from the job on 
03.09.2008. He was paid @ Rs. 171/- per day. The Second 
Respondent does not know whether the petitioner had 
worked with the earlier Contractor. After resigning from 
the service of the Second Respondent, the petitioner never 
approached the Second Respondent for employment. The 
petitioner is not entitled to any relief. 

6. The evidence in the case consists of oral evidence 
of WW1 and MW 1 and documents marked as Ext.W1 to 
Ext. W13 and Ext.M 1 to Ext.M 15. 

7. Thepointsfor consideration ar e: 

(i) Whether termination of the petitioner from the 
service of the second Respondent, if any is justified? 

(ii) What, if any is the relief to which the petitioner is 
entitled? 

The Points 

8. The petitioner had been admittedly working in the 
LPG Bottling Plant belonging to the First Respondent at 
Perundurai as a contract worker. His case is that he was 
terminated from service by the Second Respondent on 
03.07.2008 without issuing any notice and also without 
any reason. The relief claimed in the Claim statement is 
that the action of the Second Respondent in terminating 
the service of the petitioner should be held illegal and 
unjustified and the Respondent should be directed to 
reinstate the petitioner in service with all benefits. 

9. Though it is specifically stated in the Claim 
Statement itself that the petitioner was employed by the 
Second Respondent and was also terminated by the Second 
Respondent, the relief of reinstatement is sought against 
the First Respondent also in the Claim Statement. However, 
if the schedule of reference and the admitted facts are 
taken into account, reinstatement if any could be by the 
Second Respondent only as terminating from service was 
by the Second Respondent. Even though the Claim 
statement is vague in this respect, the petitioner has made 
clear during his cross-examination that he is not seeking 
any relief against the First Respondent but only against 
the Second Respondent. Thus it could be seen from the 
facts of the case and from the admission of the petitioner 
that relief is sought only against the Second Respondent. 
The First Respondent might have been put in the party 
array only as a necessary party, it being the principal 
employer. 

10. The case that is put forth by the petitioner in the 
Claim Statement is that the Second Respondent had some 
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axe to grind against him since he made some demands 
representing the contract labourers and he was orally 
stopped from work by the Second Respondent. On the 
other hand the contention of the Second Respondent is 
that the petitioner had resigned from his job and had 
received his benefits like PF dues and he has ceased to be 
an employee on his resignation and he is not entitled to 
any relief. It is further contended by the Second 
Respondent that in any case the petitioner has not been 
in continuous service as contemplated under Section-25B 
of the Industrial Disputes Act as he had worked for only 
less than 240 days in the 12 months preceding his alleged 
termination. 

11. If the case of the Second Respondent that the 
petitioner had not been in continuous service is accepted, 
the petitioner will not be entitled to any relief under 
Section-25F of the ID Act. It could be seen from Ext. W1, 
that Show Cause Notice was issued to the petitioner for 
continuous absence from work. Ext.W2 is the explanation 
given by him to the Show Cause Notice. Ext.M4 the letter 
by the petitioner states that he was on leave from 06.07.2005 
to 20.07.2005 and had rejoined duty. Ext.M5 is another 
letter by the petitioner to the Second Respondent stating 
that he was absent from 27.07.2006 to 28.08.2006 and he 
will be regular in his work in the future. There is also Ext.M7 
which states that he was absent from 13.11.2006 to 
21.11.2006. In Ext.M8 he has given further details of his 
leave in 2008 and has stated that the total working days 
are 118. A Show Cause Notice seems to have been issued 
to the petitioner on 22.01.2008 for his absence of various 
spells for the four months from 01.09.2007 to 31.12.2007 
and this is marked as Ext.M9. Ext.M3 is the explanation 
given by the petitioner. He has admitted during his cross- 
examination that this letter contains his signature. The 
above documents are referred to in the background of 
service particulars submitted by the Respondent and 
marked as Ext.M15. As could be seen from this the 
petitioner had not completed 240 days of work in any of 
the years from 2001-2002 to 2008-2009. The maximum he 
has worked is 222 days in 2008. In all other years the days 
worked are much lesser. There is no case for the petitioner 
that Ext.M3 to Ext.M9 is false or concocted documents. 
When considered along with this, the particulars given in 
Ext.M15 must be correct. Even though the Respondent 
has produced these documents, the petitioner has not 
produced any document of his own and had not taken any 
steps to make the Second Respondent produce relevant 
document which would show that he had completed 240 
days of work in the 12 months preceding the date of his 
alleged termination. It is pointed out on behalf of the 
Second Respondent that the petitioner had worked only 
202 days in the 12 months preceding 03.09.2008 on which 
date he had allegedly resigned. If calculation is made from 
03.07.2008 which is the date of termination according to 
the petitioenr also he could not have completed 240 days 


preceding the 12 months if Ext.Ml to Ext.M9 are taken into 
account. So the contention that there is violation of 
Section-25F of ID Act could not be accepted. 

12. Now the contention that the petitioner had resigned 
from service on 03.09.2008 could be considered. The case 
of the petitioner is that he was terminated on 03.07.2008, 
that he requested orally and sent representations for 
reinstatement, that the Second Respondent asked him to 
come with the Punching Card and Identity Card to consider 
his request for reinstatement, he obliged and on his 
reaching the establishment with all these he was made to 
sign certain papers and only later when the PF amount 
due to him reached his Bank account, he came to know 
that he was made to sign papers of resignation, that he 
never resigned from the service of the Second Respondent. 

13. The case of the petitioner is belied by his own 
admission during his cross-examination and evidence on 
the side of the Second Respondent. The petitioner has 
admitted during his cross-examination that Ext.MlO and 
Ext.Ml 1 contains his signature. These are the forms to be 
submitted to the Provident Fund Organization while making 
claim for the Provident Fund dues. In this the date of 
resignation of the petitioner is shown as 03.09.2008. Of 
course, there is the case of the petitioner that he was made 
to sign certain forms and papers on the pretext that he will 
be taken back in service if those papers are signed. 
However, on going through these documents it could be 
seen that the petitioner could not have been unaware of 
the nature of these documents. The forms to be given to 
the Provident Fund Organization are in Tamil as well as in 
English. The petitioner has studied up to 8th standard 
and is quite capable of reading and understanding Tamil. 
So it is not likely that he has put his signature in all the 
forms that was put to him when the Management 
demanded. The petitioner has not stated who made him 
put his signature in the documents by misleading him. 
The petitioner as could be seen from the Claim Statement 
was a Union Leader and was working for the welfare of 
other contract workers. So he could not have been unaware 
of the forms to be submitted at the Office of the Provident 
Fund Organization. Along with the forms a copy of the 
Ration Card of the petitioner also is seen submitted. This 
would not have been available with the Second 
Respondent if not handed over by the petitioner. So the 
case that the petitioner was made to sign papers without 
knowing the contents could not be accepted. 

14. There is one more circumstance which probabalizes 
the case that the petitioner must have resigned. Even 
according to the petitioner he was terminated on 
03.07.2008. Though his case is that he had made several 
representations to the Management and he had produced 
Ext.W6 as a copy of the representation given by him this 
is not supported by any acknowledgement. In any case 
why should he wait till 06.02.2010 the date of Ext. W6 to 
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submit such a representation when he was stopped from 
work as early as on 03.07.2008? Again the dispute is raised 
much later. He had approached the conciliation forum only 
on 06.03.2013 as seen from Ext.W7, the petition filed by 
him before the Assistant Labour Commissioner (Central), 
Madurai. Almost 5 years have elapsed before the 
application was filed. Even in 2010 when the Provident 
Fund amount reached his account he had come to know 
that the Management had cheated him. If so, why should 
he wait for another three years to raise the dispute? The 
only probability is that the petitioner had voluntarily 
resigned from his job and had no inclination to work with 
the Second Respondent after the date of resignation. This 
dispute is raised only as an afterthought. Since he has 
resigned voluntarily, the employer-employee relationship 
between him and the Second Respondent has come to an 
end. For this reason also he is not entitled to any relief. 

In view of my discussion above, the reference is 
answered against the petitioner. 

An award is passed accordingly. 

K.P. PRASANNA KUMARI, Presiding Officer 
Witnesses Examined: 

For the 1 st Party/ : WW1, Sri T. Duraisamy 

Petitioner 

For the 2nd Party/ : MW1, Sri S. Kannusamy 
Respondent 

Documents Marked: 

On the Petitioner’s side 


Ext.No. 

Date 

Description 

Ext. W1 

22.01.2008 

Show Cause Notice issued by 
the II Party to the I Party 

Ext.W2 

25.01.2008 

Explanation given by the I Party 

Ext.W3 

14.02.2008 

Paper publication relating to 
the murder of the I Party 
Father 

Ext.W4 

17.02.2008 

Death Certificate of the I Party 
father 

Ext.W5 

20.01.2009 

Letter given by the I Party 

Ext.W6 

06.02.2010 

Representation given by the I 
Party to the II Party 

Ext.W7 

06.03.2013 

2(A) Petition filed by the I Party 
before the ALC (C) Madurai 

Ext.W8 

18.04.2013 

Reply of the II Party filed 
before the ALC 

Ext.W9 

- 

Rejoinder filed by the I Party 

Ext.W10 

23.09.2013 

Reply statement filed by the I 
Party 

Ext.Wll 

31.05.2014 

Failure Report 


Ext.W12 28.08.2014 Order of reference 

Ext.W13 - Identity Card of the I Party 

On the Management’s side 

Ext.No. Date Description 

Ex.Ml 31.07.2013 License issued by Licensing 

Officer - ALC (C) Madurai to 
A.S.K. Agencies - covering he 
period from 30.07.2005 and 
periodically upto 30.07.2012 
(3 sheets) 

Ext.M2 06.01.2006 Letter from ALC (C) Chennai 

under Reference No. M/46/24/ 
99-D4/B2 dated 06.01.2006 
enclosing copy of letter u/r 
reference No. M/46(24)/99-I/ 
D4 dated 05.07.1999, copy of 
Form-H M.46(24)/99-D4/I under 
Registration No. RI/10/99 
dated 05.07.1999 - Grant of 
amendment certificate of 
registration 

Ext.M3 - Letter of T. Duraisamy dated 

23.01.2008 for the above show 
cause notice 

Ext.M4 - Letter of T. Duraisamy to the 

Respondent-II for his absence 
from 06.07.2005 to 20.07.2005 

Ext.M5 - Letter of T. Duraisamy to the 

Respondent-II dated 
28.08.2006 for his absence from 
28.07.2006 to 28.08.2006 

Ext.M6 - Letter of T. Duraisamy dated 

04.11.2006 for his misconduct 
in his work 

Ext.M7 - Letter of T. Duraisamy for his 

absence from 13.11.2006 to 
21.11.2006 

Ext.M8 - Letter of T. Duraisamy dated 

02.01.2008 for his absence 
during April to December 2007 

Ext.M9 - Show Cause Notice dated 

22.01.2008 issued to T. 
Duraisamy 

Ext.M10 - P.F. Claim in Form No. 19 

submitted by T. Duraisamy to 
the P.F. Organization 

Ext.Mll - P.F. Claim in Form No. 10-C 

submitted by T. Duraisamy to 
the P.F. Organization 

Ext.M12 - T. Duraisamy’s Canara Bank 

Account’s details 
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Ext.M13 - T. Duraisamy’s Ration Card 

First Page 

Ext.M14 - Form No. 3 A submitted by the 

Respondent II to the P.F. 
Organization for the years 
2007-08,2008-09 

Ext.M15 - Service particulars submitted 

by Respondent II to the P.F. 
Organization from 01.10.2001 to 
03.09.2008 

11 RRRTt, 2016 

RT.3TT. 310.—3tklPlcb fRRIR Rf¥RRE, 1947 (1947 
i4) enn i7 ^ srjrrjt r^r[r tor ^r^ 
3Tf.TFT.RTt.Rl. Pdfok 3^ k RRRRR k RR7J fRRfTOTf 
afk r^ki rt #ei ai^sr ^ arkffro 4 
rtrtr sfktfro aftwi rr rr ^irirrt, 31^h4nk 
RT TOTS (RR^ RTsRT 140/2006) RTT RRTlfRcT RTRTt t, Rf 
TRRtR RTT 10.02.2016 RR RTRT |T3TT RT 1 

[R*. RRT-30011/46/2006-31l|3lR (RR)] 

RRtR RRJ1, 3TRT 7 #^ 

New Delhi, the 11th February, 2016 

S.O. 310. —In pursuance of Section 17 of the 
Industrial Disputes Act, 1947 (14 of 1947), the Central 
Government hereby publishes the Award (Ref. No. 140/ 
2006) of the Central Government Industrial Tribunal/ 
Labour Court, Ahmedabad now as shown in the Annexure 
in the Industrial Dispute between the employers in relation 
to the management of M/s. O.N.G.C. Ltd. and Others and 
their workman, which was received by the Central 
Government on 10.02.2016. 

[No. L-30011/46/2006-IR (M)] 
NAVEEN KAPOOR, Under Secy. 
ANNEXURE 

BEFORE THE CENTRAL GOVERNMENT 
INDUSTRIAL TRIBUNAL-CUM-LABOUR COURT, 
AHMEDABAD 

Present: 

Pramod Kumar Chaturvedi, Presiding Officer, 
CGIT-cum-Labour Court, 

Ahmedabad, 

Dated 8th January, 2016 

Reference: (CGITA) No. 140/2006 

1. The Dy. General Manager (P), 

ONGC Ltd., Ankleshwar Project, 

Ankleshwar, Bharuch 

2. The Chief Manager (Security), 

ONGC Ltd., Ankleshwar Project, 

Bharuch 


3. Chief Manager (Reservoir), 

ONGC Ltd., Ankleshwar Project, 

Bharuch 

4. The Dy. General Manager (Geology), 

ONGC Ltd., Ankleshwar Project, 

Bharuch 

5. The Central Investigation & 

Security Services, 

Opp. S.A. Motors, 

OldN.H. No. 8, Ankleshwar, 

Bharuch 

6. The Industrial Security Services, 

Nr. ONGC Workshop, 

Opp. Neelkanth Society, 

Niharika Apartment, Ground Floor, 

ONGC Road, Ankleshwar-393001 
Bharuch 

7. M/s. P.D. Patel & Co., 

Sardar Patel Complex, 

GIDC Chowkdi, 

Ankleshwar, 

Bharuch 

8. M/s. Niramal Construction Co., 

Vaishali Society, Ankleshwar, 

Bharuch 

...First Party 

Vs. 

Their Workmen 
Through the Chairman, 

ONG Mazdoor Sangh, 

C/o. ONGC Ltd. 

Ankleshwar, 

Bharuch ...Second Party 

For the First Party : 

For the Second Party : 

AWARD 

The Government of India/Ministry of Labour, New 
Delhi by reference adjudication Order No. L- 30011/46/ 
2006-IR (M) dated 19.06.2006 referred the dispute for 
adjudication to the Industrial Tribunal, Ahmedabad 
(Gujarat) in respect of the matter specified in the Schedule: 

SCHEDULE 

"Whether the demand of ONG Mazdoor Sangh, 
Ankleshwar for absorption of S/Sh Karsanbhai 
Vasava and 97 others (as per list attached as 
Annexure A-1) working as contract labours with the 
ONGC Ltd., Ankleshwar is legal and justified? If so, 
what relief the workers are entitled to and from which 
date?” 
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2. This reference dates back to 19.06.2006. Second party 
has been absent since last several dates and has also not 
filed the statement of claim. Thus, it appears that second 
party is not interested in the proceedings of the reference. 
Therefore, Tribunal has no option but to dismiss the 
reference in default of the second party. 

The reference is dismissed in default of the second 

party. 

P. K. CHATURVEDI, Presiding Officer 
11 TlTt, 2016 

W.3TT. 311.—3tklPlcb felTS 3#rfwr, 1947 (1947 
pe 14) erro 17 ^ snpruT ttttp 

Pdfois afp ^SKf c£ 7PUTTP ^ PUTS fTTPjgff 

3fp ^ #P, 3^5f€f 4 PhR^. 3MfW fpPTT 4 

^#4 HTTP 3l1^1P|cb STfqwi Tip "MNIcrl'M, 31^0<NK 
^ W (tM WTT 1334/2004) ^ y<=blR>ld Wt t, # 
^Pl HTTP PIT 10.02.2016 PP W7T an I 

[TT. TPT-30012/117/2000-3Tl|3TR (tttt) ] 

New Delhi, the 11th February, 2016 

S.O. 311. —In pursuance of Section 17 of the 
Industrial Disputes Act, 1947 (14 of 1947), the Central 
Government hereby publishes the Award (Ref. No. 1334/ 
2004) of the Central Government Industrial Tribunal/ 
Labour Court, Ahmedabad now as shown in the Annexure 
in the Industrial Dispute between the employers in relation 
to the management of M/s. O.N.G.C. Ltd. and Other and 
their workman, which was received by the Central 
Government on 10.02.2016. 

[No. L-30012/117/2000-IR (M)] 
NAVEEN KAPOOR, Under Secy. 
ANNEXURE 

BEFORE THE CENTRAL GOVERNMENT 
INDUSTRIAL TRIBUNAL-CUM-LABOUR COURT, 
AHMEDABAD 

Present: 

Pramod Kumar Chaturvedi, Presiding Officer, 
CGIT cum Labour Court, 

Ahmedabad, 

Dated 8th January, 2016 

Reference: (CGITA) No. 1334/2004 

Reference: (ITC) No. 54/2000 

1. The Group General Manager (P), 

ONGC Ltd., 

Hazira Project, 

PO. Bhatpore, 

Surat, (Gujarat)-394518 


2. The Surat Electricity Co. Ltd., 

Contract Division, 

403,404 Ruchita, Athugar Street, 

Nanpura 

Surat (Gujarat)-395001 ...First Party 

Vs. 

Their Workman 
Sh. Nilesh R. Modi, 

Nr. Gujararti School, Talav Street, 

Bor Bhatha, Taluka Choryasi, 

Dist Surat ...Second Party 

For the First Party : 

For the Second Party : 

AWARD 

The Government of India/Ministry of Labour, New 
Delhi by reference adjudication Order No. L- 30012/117/ 
2000-IR(M) dated 22.08.2000 referred the dispute for 
adjudication to the Industrial Tribunal, Surat (Gujarat) in 
respect of the matter specified in the Schedule: 

SCHEDULE 

“Whether the contract between the management of 
ONGC Ltd., Hazira Project, Surat & contractor. The 
Surat Electricity Co. Ltd., Contract Div., Surat in 
respect of the contractual workman Sh. Nilesh R. 
Modi is sham & bogus contract?” 

“Whether the demand of the workman Sh. Nilesh R. 
Modi for treating / declaring him as direct and 
regular/ permanent employee of ONGC Ltd., Hazira 
Project from either the date of his initial engagement 
with the Contractor or from the date of Notification 
issued by Govt, of India, prohibiting his alleged 
employment/work though the contract system is 
legal, proper and justified? If so, to what relief Sh. 
Nilesh R. Modi is directions are necessary in the 
matter?” 

2. This reference dates back to 22.08.2000. Second party 
filed the statement of claim (Ext.5) and the reply to the 
statement of claim first party submitted written statement 
(Ext. 12) on 03.01.2001. Second party has been absent since 
last several dates to lead the evidence. Thus, it appears 
that second party is not interested in the proceedings of 
the reference. Therefore, Tribunal has no option but to 
dismiss the reference in default of the second party. 

The reference is dismissed in default of the second 

party. 

P. K. CHATURVEDI, Presiding Officer 
fSrdt, 11 2016 

cBT.3TT. 312. — 3Tl#TTf^3#lfwi, 1947 (1947 

p/r 14 ) £tkt 17 ^ spprcu 4 %r 

aw sfepi afp ^ wrfs ^ tups 
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M'JtcbY afk rrr <*>4<*>kY #r, srpfa 4' 444^ sfRitfw 

fRRK 4' RRRTT 4WlPl4> RfRRRRj Ref RR TR1R1R1R, 

3-|£J-KMK W W (rM RJ§R 173/2006) R71 RRTlfRR RTRft 
t, 4f RTRRT R7T 10.02.2016 RT1 RTRT |[3TT Rl| 

[R - . "T^T—3001 l/55/2006-3Tr^3fR (rr)] 
RRiRRTRT, 3JRJRfRcf 

New Delhi, the 11th February, 2016 

S.O. 312. —In pursuance of Section 17 of the 
Industrial Disputes Act, 1947 (14 of 1947), the Central 
Government hereby publishes the Award (Ref. No. 173/ 
2006) of the Central Government Industrial Tribunal/ 
Labour Court, Ahmedabad now as shown in the Annexure 
in the Industrial Dispute between the employers in relation 
to the management of M/s. Gas Authority of India Ltd. 
and Others and their workman, which was received by 
the Central Government on 10.02.2016. 

[No. L-30011/55/2006-IR (M)] 
NAVEEN KAPOOR, Under Secy. 
ANNEXURE 

BEFORE THE CENTRAL GOVERNMENT 
INDUSTRIAL TRIBUNAL-CUM-LABOUR COURT, 
AHMEDABAD 

Present: 

Pramod Kumar Chaturvedi, Presiding Officer, 
CGIT cum Labour Court, 

Ahmedabad, 

Dated 6th January, 2016 

Reference: (CGITA) No. 173/2006 

1. The General Manager, 

Gas Authority of India Ltd., 

Manisha Circle, 

Old Padra Road, 

Vadodara (Gujarat) 

2. M/s Espi Corporation, 

8 , Basemen Basera Complex, 

Opp. Dhara Hospital, 

Gotri Road, 

Vadodara 

3. M/s. Lashco, 

2, Param Park, 

Nezampura Telephone 
Exchange Road, 

Navy ad, 

Vadodara (Guajarat) ...First Party 

Vs. 

Their Workman 

Through Chemecal Mazdoor Panchayat, 

The President, 


311, Sarvodaya Commercial Centre, 

Salapose Road, 

Nr.GPO, 

Ahmedabad (Gujarat)-380001 ...Second Party 

For the First Party : Sh. B.K. Oza, Advocate 
For the Second Party : 

AWARD 

The Government of India/Ministry of Labour, New 
Delhi by reference adjudication Order No. L- 30011/55/ 
2006-IR(M) dated 11.09.2006 referred the dispute for 
adjudication to the Industrial Tribunal, Ahmedabad 
(Gujarat) in respect of the matter specified in the 
Schedule: 

SCHEDULE 

“Whether demand of the union for regularisation 
of services of Sh. Tulsibhai Manilal Solanki, 
Sh. Dhayabhai B. Solanki & Ratilal K. Harijan in the 
establishment of GAIL (India) Ltd. is legal, Proper 
and just? If so, to what relief these concerned 
workmen are entitled?” 

2. This reference dates back to 11.09.2006. Both the 
parties were served. First party filed the Vakalatnama 
(Ext. 11) but second party did not prefer to file his statement 
of claim despite giving number of opportunities. He has 
been absent since last several dates. Thus, it appears that 
both parties are not interested in the proceedings of the 
reference. Therefore, Tribunal has no option but to dismiss 
the reference in default of the second party. 

The reference is dismissed in default of the second 

party. 

P. K. CHATURVEDI, Presiding Officer 
Rf'fexft, 11 TRRt, 2016 

eBT.3R. 313. —afterlfiRF fRRTR 3#rfWT, 1947 ( 1947 
RTT 14) r4 R1R 17 3RJRRJ1 4 RRFR 4r4 

3Jf.TFT.Rft.Rt. %f4RR RRR w WRRT rr^j 
3TR RRR R74RRR Tf #R, 3JRRR 4 R|4lPl4> fRRTR 4 
RfROR RRRR 4WlPl4> 3jfRRRR Ref RR -R|A|ld4, 3JRRR1R1R 
RT RRTS (r44 RJ5R 1465/2004) Rft RRTlfRR RTRft t, 4f 
TRRffR RRRR 10.02.2016 RTT WR 13J1 Rll 

[R. RoT-3001 l/68/2004-3Jl|3JK (RR)] 

RRtR RRJJ, 3JRJ RfRR 

New Delhi, the 11th February, 2016 

S.O. 313. —In pursuance of Section 17 of the 
Industrial Disputes Act, 1947 (14 of 1947), the Central 
Government hereby publishes the Award (Ref. No. 1465/ 
2004) of the Central Government Industrial Tribunal/ 
Labour Court, Ahmedabad now as shown in the Annexure 
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in the Industrial Dispute between the employers in relation 
to the management of M/s. O.N.G.C. Ltd. and Others and 
their workman, which was received by the Central 
Government on 10.02.2016. 

[No. L-30011/68/2004-IR (M)] 
NAVEEN KAPOOR, Under Secy. 
ANNEXURE 

BEFORE THE CENTRAL GOVERNMENT 
INDUSTRIAL TRIBUNAL-CUM-LABOUR COURT, 
AHMEDABAD 

Present: 

Pramod Kumar Chaturvedi, Presiding Officer, 
CGIT cum Labour Court, 

Ahmedabad, 

Dated 7 th January, 2016 

Reference: (CGITA) No. 1465/2004 

1. The Chief Manager, Security, 

ONGC Ltd., 

Avani Bhavan, 

Chandkheda, Ahmedabad Asset, 

Ahmedabad (Gujarat) 

2. The Managing Director, 

Industrial Security Services, 

8 , Parichay Shopping Centre, 

‘D’ Cabin, Sabarmati, 

Ahmedabad (Gujarat)-380001 

3. The Executive Director, 

ONGC Ltd., 

Ahmedabad Asset, Avani Bhavan, 

5 th Floor, Chandkheda, 

Ahmedabad (Gujarat) ...First Party 

Vs. 

Their Workmen 

Through the General Secretary, 

Gujarat Employees Union, 

434/36. Gandhivas Naka, 

Gujarat Stadium Circle, Sabarmati, 

Ahmedabad (Gujarat) ...Second Party 

For the First party : Sh. K. V. Gadhia, Advocate 

For the Second party : C/o. Gujarat Petroleum 
Employees Union 

AWARD 

The Government of India/Ministry of Labour, New 
Delhi by reference adjudication Order No. L- 30011/68/ 
2004-IR(M) dated 24.09.2004 referred the dispute for 
adjudication to the Industrial Tribunal, Ahmedabad 
(Gujarat) in respect of the matter specified in the Schedule: 


SCHEDULE 

“Whether the action of the management of ONGC 
Ltd. in not regularising the 80 contract labourers (as 
mentioned in Annexure Q) engaged by the 
Contractors M/s Industrial Security Services is legal 
and justified? If not, to what relief the workmen 
concerned are entitled?” 

2. This reference dates back to 24.09.2004. First party 
filed the vakilpatra (Ext.3). Second party was also served 
and second party, General Secretary, Gujarat Petroleum 
Employees Union, Ahmedabad vide his application (Ext.5) 
submitted documents regarding name and particulars of 
the employees working as security guard under Security 
Services. General Secretary of the aforesaid union vide 
application Ext. 6 & 7, 8 sought time to produce documents. 

3. Further, he moved an application (Ext.9) for 
withdrawal of the reference with respect to workman Murgu 
Satyakumar along with the agreement reached between 
the parties. On the said application (Ext.9) the then 
Presiding C.GI.T.-cum-Labour Court, Ahmedabad allowed 
the Ext.9 and case was fixed on 17.04.2013 for submitting 
statement of claim since no statement of claim filed in the 
reference. 

4. Since 17.04.2013, number of opportunities were given 
to the second party to submit the statement of claim but to 
no result. Thus, in the circumstances of the case, it appears 
that second party is not interested in the proceedings of 
the reference. Therefore, Tribunal has no option but to 
dismiss the reference in default of the second party. 

The reference is dismissed in default of the second 

party. 

P. K. CHATURVEDI, Presiding Officer 
11 WRt, 2016 

W.3TT. 314.—3klPl+ a#m, 1947 (1947 

*4 14) 4) srro 17 ^ 3FJ7TGT 4 ^#4 7TTTT7 4tt 4 TKcf 
44f4m ^ WTT4 ^ 7R7J f44R* *f sfft 

4,4*Ilf #3, SFpfST 4’ SlklPl* 4utK 4 

7TUFE aMfW srfsRRU T4 SR RRUR, *id*ldl 
4r 44U (4 t4 wit 26/2010) y*iR>id i, 41 

^44 TIRtR *4 10.02.2016 *4 W7T131T 8 T1I 

[4. Tol-3001 l/l/2010-31lfaiK (ttit) ] 

*47, 3R7 ^f%fcT 

New Delhi, the 11th February, 2016 

S.O. 314. —In pursuance of Section 17 of the 
Industrial Disputes Act, 1947 (14 of 1947), the Central 
Government hereby publishes the Award (Ref. No. 26/ 
2010) of the Central Government Industrial Tribunal/ 
Labour Court, Kolkata now as shown in the Annexure in 
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the Industrial Dispute between the employers in relation 
to the management of M/s. Bharat Petroleum Corporation 
Ltd. and their workman, which was received by the Central 
Government on 10.02.2016. 

[No. L-30011/1/2010-IR (M)] 
NAVEEN KAPOOR, Under Secy. 
ANNEXURE 

CENTRAL GOVERNMENT INDUSTRIAL TRIBUNAL 
ATKOLKATA 

Reference No. 26 of 2010 

Parties: 

Employers in relation to the management of BPCL 
Territory Office & LPG Plant 

AND 


Their workmen 


Present: 


Justice Dipak Saha Ray, Presiding Officer 


Appearance: 

On behalf of the 
Management 


On behalf of the 
union 


Mr. K. Bhattacharya, Ld. 
Counsel with Mr. J. Mondal, 
Ld. Counsel for BPCL Territory 
Office & LPG Plant. 

Mr. Bhola Singh, Manager for 
Total Security Solutions. 

None for Dee Pee Security 
Service. 

None 


State : West Bengal Industry : Petroleum. 

Dated: 19th January, 2016 
AWARD 

By Order No.L-30011/1/2010-IR(M) dated 07.06.2010 
the Government of India, Ministry of Labour in exercise of 
its powers under Section 10(l)(d) and (2A) of the industrial 
Disputes Act, 1947 referred the following dispute to this 
Tribunal for adjudication: 

“Whether the action of the management of M/s Total 
Security Solutions a contractor of M/s. Bharat 
Petroleum Corporation Ltd. in terminating the 
services of S/Shri A.K. Dutta and D.K. Das w.e.f. 
10.10.2008 is just and legal? What relief the workmen 
concerned are entitled to and from which date?” 

2. When the case is taken up today for hearing, none 
appears on behalf of the union, though BPCL Territory 
Office & LPG Plant and M/s. Total Security Solutions are 
represented by their Ld. Counsel and authorized 
representative respectively. It appears from the record that 
the union is absent for the last two consecutive dates. 


3. Considering the above, it may reasonable be 
presumed that the union at whose instance the present 
reference has been initiated, is not at all interested to 
proceed with the case. So, no fruitful purpose will be 
served in keeping the matter pending. 

4. In view of the above, the present reference is 
disposed of by passing a “No Dispute Award”. 

Dated, Kolkata, 

The 19th January, 2016 

Justice DIPAK SAHA RAY, Presiding Officer 

fwl, 11 WPt, 2016 

^T.3TT. 315.—3jyp|=b srfsrfWT, 1947 (1947 

14) ^ STRT 17 ^ 3^01 T} PRsppr -fcpj ^4T 

feftOTT %fW ^ WJ?T4 ^ TT5T5 fTWfjf sflT WF ^FTO 
TT #Ef, SFp'sr StklPlcb %TTT T? ^#4 7TT4TR 

atklPlcb 3TfW74 TTcj 9PT "4I4M4-1, WK ^ W (tM 

WIT 25/2015) ^ ycbiftdd WTt t, ^#4 WTR ^ 
10.02.2016 ^1 W7f 13TT 8TTI 

[7T. TQT-43011/2/2015-3Tlf3TK (TJT)] 

^#4 3Tcpr prfEfcT 

New Delhi, the 11th February, 2016 

S.O. 315. —In pursuance of Section 17 of the 
Industrial Disputes Act, 1947 (14 of 1947), the Central 
Government hereby publishes the Award (Ref. No. 25/ 
2015) of the Central Government Industrial Tribunal/ 
Labour Court-1, Dhanbad now as shown in the Annexure 
in the Industrial Dispute between the employers in relation 
to the management of M/s. India Resources Ltd. and their 
workman, which was received by the Central Government 
on 10.02.2016. 

[No. L-43011/2/2015-1R (M)] 
NAVEEN KAPOOR, Under Secy. 
ANNEXURE 

BEFORE THE CENTRAL GOVERNMENT 
INDUSTRIAL TRIBUNAL NO. 1, DHANBAD 

In the matter of reference U/S 10 (1) (d) (2A) 
of I.D. Act, 1947 

Reference: No. 25/2015 

Parties: 

Employer in relation to the management of 
M/s. India Resources Ltd. 

AND 

Their workmen 

Present: 

Sri R.K. Saran, Presiding Officer 
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Appearances: 

For the Employers : Shri D.Mukherjee, Advocate 
For the workman : Shri S.N.Goswami, Advocate 
State : Jharkhand Industry : Copper Mines 

Dated 18/01/2016 
AWARD 

By order No. L-43011/2/2015/ IR (M), dated 
01/06/2015, the central Government in the Ministry of 
Labour has, in exercise of the powers conferred by clause 
(d) of sub -section (1) and sub-section (2A) of Section 10 
of the Industrial Disputes Act, 1947 referred the following 
dispute for adjudication to this Tribunal: 

SCHEDULE 

“Whether the action of the management of M/S India 
Resources Ltd, Contractor of M/S Hindustan Copper 
Ltd is justified in denying the benefits under the 
provision of retrenchment 25 (N) of Chapter V B of 

I.D Act 1947? If not, what relief they are entitled 
to?” 

2. This case is received from the Ministry of Labour 
on 25/06/2015, After receipt of the reference , both parties 
are noticed. The workman files their written statement on 
21/07/2015 , and the management files their written 
statement on 28/08/2015. 

3. Short point to be decided in the case is as to whether 
the workman who were retrenched from their services, 
are entitled to any benefit under the reference, 

4. During the proceeding of this case, settlement arrived 
between the management authorities and the both union 
ie. Mosaboni Mines employees Union and Jharkhand 
copper Mines workers Union of this case and they filed a 
settlement. Certain workmen, challenged the settlement 
but on scrutiny it is found that the settlement have been 
signed by the union executive and the management. 

5. But the workmen claimed termination allowances 
during the period, they were retrenched. But it is submitted 
by the management. That in the settlement, there was no 
clause for payment of retrenchment allowance. 

6 . Admittedly all the workmen are now in employment, 
therefore the settlement arrived by the parties accepted 
and case is closed. 

This is my award. 

R. K. SARAN, Presiding Officer 
FORM 

Under Rule 58 
SET TL EMENT 

MEMORANDUM OF SETTLEMENT ARRIVED AT 
UNDER RULE 58 (4) OF THE INDUSTRIAL DISPUTES 
(CENTRAL) RULES, 1947 BETWEEN THE 


MANAGEMENT OF M/S. INDIA RESOURCES 
LIMITED, MOSABONI CONCENTRATOR PLANT, P.O. 
& PS.-MOSABONI, EAST SINGBHUM, JHARKHNAD 
- 832104, CONTRACTOR OF HINDUSTAN COPPER 
LIMITIED/INDIAN COPPER COMPLEX AND THEIR 
WORKMEN REPRESENTED BY JHARKHAND COPPER 
MINES WORKERS UNION (REGISTERED UNION) ON 
14.09.2015 

NAME OFTHE PARTIES 

Representatives of IRL Management 

1. Mr. B.N.Shukla 

2. Mr Prabhat Kumar Dubey 
Union Representatives 

1. Mr. Subash Misra 
(Asst. General Secreary) 

2. Mr. Tapan Panda 
(Vice President) 

Short recital of the Case 

The mining operation of IRL at Surda Mine and 
concentrator Plant was stopped by Hindustan Copper Ltd. 
(Principal Employer) from “B” shift of 8 Sep 2014 which 
was due to non renewal of mining lease by Hindustan 
Copper ltd . After stoppage of operation IRL published a 
notice for “NO WORK NO PAY”. A dispute was raised 
before conciliation officer ALC, Chaibasa under which the 
notice of management of IRL “NO WORK NO PAY” was 
disputed by both unions. The Mosabani Mines Employees 
Union (MMEU) demanded for whole salary of entire 
workmen for this suspension period while Jharkhand 
Copper Mines workers union (JCMWU) demanded for 
retrenchment benefit under Sec 25 N of ID Act . The 
Management of IRL signed a settlement (Form-H) with 
both union separately on dated 20 Nov 2014 in presence 
of DLC, Dhanbad. In this settlement company was to pay 
entire wages to its 1310 workmen up to 20th November 
2014 from the date of suspension of work notice dated 8th 
September 2014. 

The company’s has already complied with the terms 
of settlement dated 20 Nov 2014. The amount for the month 
of Sep and up to Oct 31, 2014 was directly released by 
HCL in the workmen’s respective bank accounts ,vide 
cheque no. 035281 & 035382 dated 19.11.2014. IstNovto 
20th Nov 2014 wages has been paid on dated 25.06.2015, 
vide SBI cheque no 150314 & Axes cheque no 103106 by 
IRL itself. 

In the meantime due to uncertainty of renewal of 
mining lease management of IRL decided to separate the 
entire workmen permanently. Wit a view to it on 8.12.2014, 
termination notices were sent to entire workmen and a 
copy of the notice were sent to all concern departments 
including ALC Chaibasa. ALC, Chaibasa took the 
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cognizance of the termination suo motu and issued notices 
for the joint discussion to resolve the issue amicably. In 
the meantime after protracted joint discussions with both 
unions and management of 1RL the termination of contract 
employment of entire workforce was primarily it was kept 
in abeyance under instruction of HCL and withdrawn 
subsequently on dated 25.12.2015. It was agreed by and 
between the parties that entire workforce(1310) will work 
on roster basis and it will be restricted to 250 workforce/ 
day. All the workmen who had worked during this 
suspension period have been paid as per their actual 
attendance up to resumption of work ie 16.06.2015. It is 
significant to note that entire workforce has been resumed 
on 16.06.2015. Therefore, continuity of contract 
employment is not broken at all and all the workers are 
working on the company’s role. Therefore, dispute of 
retrenchment benefit may not be raised. 

In view of the above facts no dispute is alive for 
adjudication before labour Court. 

Meeting was called by management of IR1 to resolve 
the referred dispute (Ref: 25/2015/196 & Order no.1-43011/ 
2/2015/IR(M) which is pending for adjudication before 
Central Govt. Industrial Tribunal-Additional Labour Court 
(No-1) Dhanbad and in which management has been 
directed to file written statement and rejoinder to the 
dispute on 28.08.2015. 

After a prolonged discussions unions were in view 
that IR1 had no role in the renewal of mining lease and it 
was a lapse from the end of HCL and due to uncertainty of 
renewal of lease Management taken decision to separate 
the employee by way of termination which was ultimately 
withdrawn by IR1. Now all the worker have been resumed 
their duties and have been paid till 16.06.2015 as per roster 
and the settlement dated 20.11.2014 has also been complied 
with. Therefore, Unions do no see any ill intension of 
management and decided not to proceed further in this 
matter. In the’tnterest of entire workmen and smooth 
operation of the project, the parties agreed to resolve the 
aforesaid referred dispute by signing a memorandum of 
settlement on the following terms and condition: 

Terms of settlement 

1 . It is agreed by union not to contest the refererence 
case pending before the CGIT,NO-l being referred case 
no 25/2015/796. [Order No. L-4301 l/2/2015(IR(M).] 

2. The management has already allowed all the 
concerned workmen to resume duty, so no dispute is 
pending for adjudication. 

3. The union will not raise any dispute of wages in 
future for this period of suspension of work (From 8th Sep 
2014 to 16.06.2015). 

4. It is agreed to file this copy of settlement jointly 
before the tribunal with a prayer to pass no dispute ward. 
If union representatives fails to file this copy of settlement 


before the tribunal at the expected date It shall be presumed 
that the terms and conditions of the settlement has been 
fully Implemented. 

Signature of Management 

1. Sd./- Illegible 

2. Sd./- Illegible 

3. Sd./- Illegible 

Witness : 

1. Sd./- Illegible 

2. Sd./- Illegible 

FORM H 
Under Rule 58 
SETTLEMENT 

MEMORANDUM OF SETTLEMENT ARRIVED AT 
UNDER RULE 58 (4) OF THE INDUSTRIAL DISPUTES 
(CENTRAL) RULES, 1947 BETWEEN THE 
MANAGEMENT OF M/S. INDIA ESOIJRCES LIMITED, 
MOSABONI CONCENTRATOR PLANT, P.O. & P.S. - 
MOSABONI, EAST SINGBHUM, JHARKHNAD - 832104, 
CONTRACTOR OF HINDUSTAN COPPER L1MITTED / 
INDIAN COPPER COMPLEX AND THEIR WORKMEN 
REPRESENTED By MOSABONI MINES EMPLOYEES 
UNION (RECOGNISED) ON 14.09.2015 

NAME OFTHE PARTIES 

Representatives of IRL Management 

1. Mr. B.N.Shukla 

2. Mr Prabhat Kumar Dubey 

3. Mr. Raj an S. Iyer 
Union Representatives 

1. Mr. Rajendra Pratap Singh 

2. S. K. Husain 

Short recital of the Case 

The mining operation of IRL at Surda Mine and 
concentrator Plant was stopped by Hindustan Copper Ltd. 
(Principal Employer) from “B” shift of 8 Sep 2014 which 
was due to non-renewal of mining lease by Hindustan 
Copper Ltd . After stoppage of operation IRL published a 
notice for “NO WORK NO PAY”. A dispute was raised 
before conciliation officer ALC, Chaibasa under which the 
notice of management of IRL “NO WORK NO PAY” was 
disputed by both unions. The Mosabani Mines Employees 
Union (MMEU) demanded for whole salary of entire 
workmen for this suspension period while Jharkhand 
Copper Mines workers union (JCMWU) demanded for 
retrenchment benefit under Sec. 25 N of ID Act. The 
Management of IRL signed a settlement (Form-H) with 


Signature of Union/workmen 

1. Sd./- Illegible 

2. Sd./- Illegible 
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both union separately on dated 20 Nov 2014 in presence 
of DLC, Dhanbad. In this settlement company was to pay 
entire wages to its 1310 workmen up to 20th November 
2014 from the date of suspension of work notice dated 
8th September 2014. 

The company’s has already complied with the terms 
of settlement dated 20 Nov 2014. The amount for the month 
of Sep and up to Oct 31, 2014 was directly released by 
HCL in the workmen’s respective bank accounts, vide 
cheque no. 035281 &035382 dated 19.11.2014. 1st Nov 
to 20th” Nov 2014 wages has been paid on dated 
25.06.2015, vide SBI cheque no. 150314 & Axes cheque 
no. 103106 by IRL itself. 

In the meantime due to uncertainty of renewal of 
mining lease management of IRL decided to separate the 
entire workmen permanently. With view to it on 
8.12.2014, termination notices were sent to entire 
workmen and a copy of the notice were sent to all 
concern departments including ALC Chalbasa. ALC, 
Chaibasa took the cognizance of the termination suo motu 
and issued notices for the joint discussion to resolve the 
issue amicably. In the meantime after protracted joint 
discussions with both unions and management of IRL the 
termination of contract employment of entire workforce 
was primarily it was kept in abeyance under instruction 
of HCL and withdrawn subsequently on dated 25.12.2015. 
It was agreed by and between the parties that entire 
workforce (1310) will work on roster basis and it will 
be restricted to 250 workforce/day. All the workmen who 
had worked during this suspension period have been paid 
as per their actual attendance up to resumption of work 

i.e. 16.06.2015. It is significant to note that entire 
workforce has been resumed on 16.06.2015. Therefore, 
continuity of contract employmemnt is not broken at all 
and all the workers are working on the company’s roll. 
Therefore, dispute of retrenchment benefit may not be 
raised. 

In view of the above facts no dispute is alive for 
adjudication before labour Court. 

Meeting called by management of IR1 to resolve 
the referred dispute (Ref: 25/2015/796 & Order no. 
L-43011/2/2015/IR(M) which is pending for 
adjudication before Central Govt. Industrial Tribunal- 
Additional Labour Court (No.l) Dhanbad and in which 
management has been directed to file written statement 
and rejoinder to the dispute on 28.08.2015. 

After a prolonged discussions unions were in view 
that IRL had no role in the renewal of mining lease and it 
was a lapse from the end of HCL and due to uncertainty of 
renewal of lease Management taken decision to separate 
the employee by way of termination which was ultimately 
withdrawn by IRL Now all the worker have been resumed 
their duties and have been paid till 16.06.2015 as per 
roster and the settlement dated 20.11.2014 has also been 


complied with. Therefore, Unions do no see any ill 
intension of management and decided not to proceed 
further in this matter. In the interest of entire workmen and 
smooth operation of the project, the parties agreed to 
resolve the aforesaid referred dispute by signing a 
memorandum of settlement on the following terms and 
condition : 

Terms of settlement 

1. It is agreed by union not to contest the refererence 
case pending before the CGIT, No. 1 being referred case 
no. 25/2015/796. [OrderNo. 1-4301 l/2/2015-IR(M).] 

2. The management has already allowed all the 
concerned workmen to resume duty, so no dispute is 
pending for adjudication. 

3. The union will not raise any dispute of wages in 
future for this period of suspension of work (From 8th Sep 
2014 to 16.06.2015). 

4. It is agreed to file this copy of settlement jointly 
before the tribunal with a prayer to pass no dispute award. 
If union representatives fails to file this copy of settlement 
before the tribunal at the expected date it shall be presumed 
that the terms and conditions of the settalement has been 
fully implemented. 

Signature of Management 

1. Sd./- Illegible 

2. Sd./- Illegible 

3. Sd./- Illegible 
Witness : 

1. Sd./- Illegible 

2. Sd./- Illegible 

M f^fl, 11 WRt, 2016 

W.3TT. 316.—3klPl+ feu a#m, 1947 (1947 
+11 14) r 4 RRT 17 3HJ1RUT 4 7R+R 4^j ^TTTcT 

MdfddH +|4 RkH f4f44s sfft ^ ^ WRRT TT TUTS 

Pi4l'44)T sffc huf 4r 4h+ sppfa 4' 3tklPi+ 

fRRK 4 7R+R 3tWlPl + 344+7RJ1 p4 

TRIi^rt^trts (r44 tr^tt 28 / 2011 ) +4 y+if4id wt 
i, 41 tr+r +4 10 . 02.2016 +4 wr iran ani 

[4. T^T-3001 l/48/2010-3TTf3TR (tttt) ] 

RHJT, 3RR ^f%fcT 

New Delhi, the 11th February, 2016 

S.O. 316. —In pursuance of Section 17 of the 
Industrial Disputes Act, 1947 (14 of 1947), the Central 
Government hereby publishes the Award (Ref. No. 28/ 
2011) of the Central Government Industrial Tribunal/ 
Labour Court, Ernakulam now as shown in the Annexure 
in the Industrial Dispute between the employers in relation 


Signature of Union/workmen 

1. Sd./- Illegible 

2. Sd./- Illegible 
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to the management of M/s. Bharat Petroleum Corporation 
Ltd. and Others and their workman, which was received 
by the Central Government on 10.02.2016. 

[No. L-30011/48/2010-IR (M)] 
NAVEEN KAPOOR, Under Secy. 

ANNEXURE 

BEFORE THE CENTRAL GOVERNMENT 
ENDUSTRIALTRIBUNAL-CUM-LABOUR COURT, 
ERNAKULAM 

Present: 

Shri. K. Sasidharan, B.Sc., LLB, Presiding Officer 
(Friday the 29th day of January, 2016/9th Magha, 1937) 

ID 28/2011 

Unions : 1. The General Secretary, 

Petroleum Employees Union, 
C/oBPCL No.l, 

Ranganathan Garden, 

Anna Nagar(W), 

Chennai - 600040 

2. The General Secretary, 

Petroleum Employees Association 
(CITU), C/o BPCL, Irimpanam, 

Kochi (Kerala)-682309 

By Adv. Shri John Vipin 

Management : The Chief Manager (HRS) South, 

M/s Bharat Petroleum Corp. Ltd., 
No.l, Ranganathan Garden, 

Anna Nagar(W), Post Bag No. 1212 
& 1213, Off 11th Main Rd„ 

Chennai - 600040 

By M/s.Menon & Pai 

This case coming up for final hearing on 22.01.2016 
and this Tribunal-cum-Labour Court on 29.01.2016 passed 
the following: 

AWARD 

This is a reference under clause (d) of sub-section 
(l)and sub-section (2A) of Section 10 of the Industrial 
Disputes Act, 1947. 

2. The dispute referred for adjudication before this 
tribunal is as follows: 

“(1) Whether the action of the management in 
declaring 8 workers as surplus and their subsequent 
transfer from Trivandrum Plant to Cochin Plant 
without discussing and obtaining consent of the 
unions is justified? (2) Whether the action of the 
management in reducing the strength of workmen in 
the plant and transferring these employees without 
proper notice is in violation of Section 9A of the 
Industrial Disputes Act? (3) Whether the action of 
the management in respect of transfer of these 


employees amounts to unfair labour practice as 
defined under Section 2(ra) of Industrial Disputes 
Act, 1947? If so, what relief these workmen are 
entitled to?” 

3. After receipt of the reference order No.L-30011/48/ 
2010-IR(M) dated 30.09.2011, issued by the Ministry of 
Labour, Government of India, notice was issued to the 
parties to appear and answer all the material questions 
relating to the dispute and to produce documents to 
substantiate their respective contentions. The unions as 
well as the management entered appearance through 
counsels. Subsequently the management produced copy 
of the stay order in WP(C) No.34287/2011(1) dated 
21.12.2011 passed by the Hon’ble High Court of Kerala, 
Ernakulam. As per that order the Hon’ble High Court of 
Kerala stayed all further proceedings pursuant to the order 
of reference above. The stay order was in force till the 
disposal of the Writ Petition. The Hon’ble High Court of 
Kerala disposed WP(C) No.34287/2011 on 25.03.2014 and 
the stay was vacated. 

4. The judgment dated 25.03.2014, passed by the 
Hon’ble High Court of Kerala in WP(C) No.34287/2011 
reads as follows: 

“The learned counsel for the petitioner as also the 
party respondents being respondents 3 and 4 submit 
that the matter has been settled as per an agreement 
dated 09.01.2014. Hence the Writ Petition stands 
closed. The interim stay granted on 21.12.2011 will 
stand vacated on the Writ Petition being closed. 
The parties shall be at liberty to file a settlement 
before the Industrial Tribunal”. 

5. After the disposal of the Writ Petition by the Hon’ble 
High Court of Kerala, Union Nos. 1 and 2 remained absent 
and there was no representation on their behalf. Hence 
they were called absent and set ex-parte. 

6 . The learned counsel for the management produced 
copy of the Memorandum of Settlement (MOS) on wages 
and other matters dated 09.01.2014, entered into between 
the management and the unions. The said document is 
marked as Ext.Ml. Page No.8 of Ext.Ml document 
reveals that the parties agreed to withdraw as settled, all 
proceedings pertaining to the items covered under the 
MOS or any other past agreements/settlements pending 
either in any conciliation or before any Court of Law by 
unions. The matters covered under Ext.Ml Memorandum 
of Settlement(MOS) produced by the management include 
the matter referred for adjudication as per the reference 
above. In view of the Memorandum of Settlement which 
is marked as Ext.M 1, it is evident that there is no subsisting 
industrial dispute to be adjudicated as per the reference 
above since the parties have settled the dispute amicably. 

5. In the result an award is passed holding that there is 
no subsisting industrial dispute to be adjudicated as per 
the reference. 
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The Award will come into force one month after its 
publication in the Official Gazette. 

K. SAS1DHARAN, Presiding Officer 

APPENDIX 

Witness for the unions - ML 

Witness for the management - NIL 

Exhibit for the unions - ML 

Exhibit for the management 

Ml - Copy of the Memorandum Of Settlement (MOS) 
on wages & other matters dated 09.01.2014. 

^fftreft, 10 47744, 2016 

44.3TT. 317.—3lk)Pl4) f4414 3#rfWT, 1947 ( 1947 
44 14) 4ft 4KT 17 ^ 3TjTTCT 4' ^#4 H7447 R 

444774 W 445 3T4 4)44)ItT 4/ #4, 3PJ44 

R PhR^ 3f14J)P14) f44K 4 RR4 H7447 3)WlPl4) 344440/ 
5P4 "4I4M4 4. 1,44415 47 4514 (4 t 4 WTT 75/2005) 44 
y<4)lF4ld 4147ft 4, M 4)Rid H747H 44 10.02.2016 44 W7T 
f37T 244 1 

[4. T4T-22012/384/2004-34^3177 (447T-II) ] 

Tlftft4 fw, 3PJ4F7 344444 

New Delhi, the 10th February, 2016 

S.O. 317. —In pursuance of Section 17 of the 
Industrial Disputes Act, 1947 (14 of 1947), the Central 
Government hereby publishes the Award (Ref. No. 75/ 
2005) of the Central Government Industrial Tribunal-cum- 
Labour Court No. 1, Dhanbad now as shown in the 
Annexure in the Industrial Dispute between the 
management of Food Corporation of India and their workmen, 
received by the Central Government on 10.02.2016. 

[No. L-22012/384/2004-IR (CM-II)] 
RAJENDER SINGH, Section Officer 
ANNEXURE 

BEFORE THE CENTRAL GOVERNMENT 
INDUSTRIAL TRIBUNAL NO.l, DHANBAD 

In the matter of reference U/s 10 (1) (d) (2 A) of 

I.D.Act, 1947 

Ref. No. 75 of 2005 

Employer in relation to the mgt. of Food 
Corporation of India, Patna 

AND 

Their workmen 

Present: 

Shri Ranjan Kumar Saran, Presiding Officer 


Shri A.K.Sinha, Advocate 
Shri V.Kumar, Rep. 

Industry : Food 

Dated: 21/01/2016 
AWARD 

By Order No. L-22012/384/2004-IR (CM-II), dated 
22/08/2005, the Central Government in the Ministry of 
Labour has, in exercise of the powers conferred by clause 
(d) of sub-section (1) and sub-section (2A) of Section 10 
of the Industrial Disputes Act, 1947, referred the following 
disputes for adjudication to this Tribunal: 

SCHEDULE 

“Whether the action of the management of Food 
Corporation of India in terminating the services of 
Shri Bhopal Tiwary instead of regularising the 
service is legal and justified? If not, to what relief 
the workman is entitled?” 

2. This Case is received from the Ministry of Labour & 
Employment on 12.09.2005. After receipt of reference, 
an award was passed by this Tribunal on 18.07.2014 in 
which termination of workman from service declared not 
legal and unjustified and allow to take back the workman 
in service at once. 

3. The case of the workman that the workmen/ 
sponsoring union filed written statement stating therein 
that the concerned workmen was employed by the 
management of Food Corporation of India at FSD Jamui 
under District Manager FCI Bhagalpur during the month 
of June 1980 as casual worker to perform the job of 
casual employee and he was working as casual employee 
for sweeping, collecting food grains, filling loose grains in 
bags and use to keep watch over the stock in transit, in 
railway station beside other ancillary work i.e. to attend 
post office, to hand over dak to District Office, to fetch 
water to the officials of FCI and all other works as assigned 
by the superiors. His work was identical to regular category 
IV workmen but he was paid less wages than regular 
workman and was also not getting other benefits. 

4 It is also submitted by the workman that, he was 
stopped from attending his office from the month of 
Oct’ 1985 in utter violation of Sec.25 of ID Act, 1947 and 
that too after completion of much more than 240 days 
of service within 12 calendar months. Against his 
retrenchment, dispute was raised by union and his case 
was referred by the Govt, of India to this Tribunal for 
adjudication about validity of his retrenchment. 

5. One Written statement was filed by the workman in 
Ref. 251/90 before this Tribunal and management also filed 
a Written statement and admitted the case of the concerned 
workman and shown eagerness to employ him again as a 
casual employee marked as Ext. W-3, and accordingly an 


Appearances: 

For the Employers 
For the workman 
State : Jharkhand 
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award was passed by this Tribunal, marked as exhibit-W- 
4 & W-5, and in accordance with the award the concerned 
workman was reinstated /taken back in job as per order of 
this Tribunal marked as exhibit- W-6/1 in which an office 
order issued vide letter no. IR/DEP/IP/B.Tiwari/89-90/555 
dated 04/05.06.96. 

6 . It is further stated that in the Award of Ref. 251/90, 
marked as exhibit W-5 there was instruction for his 
regularisation in accordance with the provision of FCI but 
his regularisation was not considered by FCI in accordance 
with circular dated 6.5.87 exhibit W-2. As per this circular a 
casual worker who has completed 90 days service as on 
2.5.86 is entitled to be regularised against category III & 
IV post according to their qualification but the case of the 
concerned workmen was not considered despite fulfilling 
all the conditions of the said circular and he was again 
retrenched during Feb’2003 over which the instant case 
was referred by the Govt, of India for adjudication as per 
schedule mentioned in para 1. 

7. It is also submitted by the workman, that the 
management has adopted pick & choose method to 
regularise the service of the casual employee working with 
the concerned workman. Several junior casual worker who 
are employed after employment of the concerned workman 
are regularised against Cat-IV post long ago but 
management has discriminated the concerned workman 
by adopting unfair labour practice as such it is prayed 
that the action of the management in not regularising the 
service against Cat-IV watchman as has been done in case 
of other is quite illegal & unjustified and he is entitled to 
get the same benefits along with back wages as has been 
given to other similarly situated workman. 

8 . On the other hand, the case of the management that 
the concerned workman is not workman under sec. 2(s) of 
the I.D. Act and there is no employer and employee 
relationship. It is also submited that the concerned workman 
has worked under the contractor at FSD Jamui and 
Sahebganj and he was not on the roll of FCI. 

9. It is also stated that there have been never any notified 
vacancy for the alleged any sanction for such vacancy or 
post nor any invitation of application for filling up any 
such vacancy or post, nor did the workman ever undergo 
any prescribed test or interview nor any committee ever 
took any test or interview for regularisation of the workman 
nor any office order been issued for employment of the 
workman nor has his name been routed through any 
employment exchange. Without such prerequisites the 
question of employment of the said workman is completely 
ruled out and the allegations to the contrary are distorted, 
and suppression of the fact that he was at all material times 
a casual employee working under a contractor and as such 
he could never be called an employee of FCI. Hence the 
question of his termination of service is totally imaginary 
and motivated. 


10. It is also submitted by the management that his name 
was not sponsored by any employment exchange. It is 
further stated that the workmen is claiming that he worked 
from 1980 to 1985 and 1996 to 2003 and has completed 
240 days service within 12 calendar month but he did not 
produce anything to prove that he worked for more than 
240 days within 12 calendar months and it is claimed by 
the management that he has not worked for a day in FCI. 
On this ground it is prayed by the management that the 
claim of the concerned workmen is fit to be rejected. 

11. By way of rejoinder to the written statement of the 
workmen, the contentions of the sponsoring union in the 
written statement filed on behalf of the workman have 
been denied specifically and para-wise and same is said to 
be incorrect and without any merit and it was denied. It is 
finally said that award be passed accordingly rejecting the 
claim of the workman. 

12. It is further stated that the workmen is claiming that 
he worked from 1980 to 1985 and 1996 to 2003 and has 
completed 240 days service within 12 calendar month 
but he did not produce anything to prove that he worked 
for more than 240 days within 12 calendar months and it 
is claimed by the management that he has not worked for 
a day in FCI. On this ground it is prayed by the management 
that the claim of the concerned workmen is fit to be 
rejected. 

13. The FCI Management was not attending the 
proceeding after filing its Written statement & rejoinder. 
FCI management was given series of adjournment so that 
they may produce witness but they were fail to avail the 
opportunity and lastly the award was passed on 
18.07.2014 which was challenged by FCI management 
by filing writ petition no. 2735 of 2015 before the 
Hon’ble Iharkhand High Court and vide order dated 
11.09.15 the case was remitted back to this Tribunal to 
provide an opportunity to FCI management who adduce 
one witness namely Sri Ravi Ranjan and also to cross- 
examine the concerned workman, and accordingly the said 
opportunity was given to the management of FCI thereafter 
the management adduce his witness Sri Ravi Ranjan as 
MW-1 and the case on behalf of the management was 
closed and the same is fixed for argument with the consent 
of both the parties. 

14. The present reference is as to whether the workman 
is to be regularised as workman under FCI management or 
not. The workman’s case is that he was rendering services 
to the FCI and he was illegally terminated for which he 
raised a dispute and this Tribunal in Ref. Case No. 251/ 
1990 , directed the management to take the workman as 
casual employee and also directed to regularise the 
workman in due course. The workman filed document of 
management that they complied the award of the Tribunal, 
and subsequently allowed him to sit for which the present 
reference arose. 
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15. In this reference, the management stated that he is 
speaking on the basis of official record and further says 
that the concerned workman was working in FCI as 
contractual worker but unable to tell the name of the 
contractor. Therefore it is clear that the the workman was 
working in the organisation and to support it he filed the 
photocopy of Attendance register, with stamp and 
signature of FCI Official. 

16. Exhibit W1 is a copy of attendance register 
monthwise duly signed by the depot incharge Sahebganj 
and on perusal of the same it is clear that the concerned 
workman has worked for 23 to 26 days in a month regularly 
except Sunday & holidays w.e.f. 1996 to 2003 i.e till his 
retrenchment and as per exhibit W3 i.e W-5 of the 
management it is clearly Admitted by FCI in para 8 that the 
concerned workmen was working at FSD Jamui from 80 to 
1985 under the FCI. Exhibit W-6 is the statement of 
attendance w.e.f 1980 to March 1983 duly signed by Asstt. 
Depot Superintendent FSD Jamui and on perusal of the 
same it is crystal clear that workmen has worked for 121 
days from Jan. 80 to Dec 80,233 days during Jan 81 to Dec 
81,202 days. 

17. The Management witness has not denied the 
photocopy of Attendance register nor the counsel of FCI 
suggested the workman that the photocopy of document 
were ingenuine. “He has also stating in cross-examination 
that I have no personal knowledge regarding this case 
and I am deposing on the basis of record of management 
I did not see the w/s of FCI filed in Ref. 251/90. He also 
says that I can not tell the name of the contractor”. 

18. The circular of FCI speaks, a person who worked for 
90 days as on 2.05.1968 in FCI in a calendar year will be 
regularised but unfortunately that circular is not obeyed 
by the FCI management. However the management has 
not denied the policy decision dated 6.5.87 regarding 
regularisation of casual employee/ worker and availability 
of vacancy of Cat-IV post. 

19. On perusal of the Ext W-6/1, in which it is mention 
that “ for implementation of Hon’ble CGIT award in ID No. 
251/90 Shri Bhopal Tiwari is hereby posted to FSD 
Sahibgunj as a casual Labour.” It is also mentioned in Ext. 
W-6/1 that, the date of appointment will be treated as per 
his date of joining. 

20. On the basis of this circular and recently division 
bench of Hon’ble Jharkhand High Court has given a 
judgement on 3.9.14 in PLPANo. 516&518of 2004 in case 
of their workmen vrs employers in relation to the 
management of FCI which has already been upheld by the 
Hon’ble Apex Court in SLPNo. 7314-7315 of 2015 vide 
order dated 14.8.15. The relevant portion given in para 18 
and 20 are reproduced herein below:- 

“18. This aspect of the matter has also not been 

properly appreciated by the learned Single Judge. It 


appears that several decisions including the decision 
in Uma Devi (Supra) was relied upon by the learned 
Single Judge. But, we like to observe here that the 
ratio decided in these cases does not apply to the 
present case. Nonetheless, said ratio should be read 
in the context of facts of the present case. No judge 
can lost site of the facts. The fabric of the facts is to 
be viewed in its proper perspective. When there is 
already a policy decision of the Food Corporation 
of India for regularisation and when the concerned 
workmen are fulfilling all the criteria, including the 
length of service on or before a particular cut of 
date (in the present case there is a condition of three 
months service as on 2nd May 1986) said policy 
decision is to be followed by the management 
uniformly in all cases. The Management cannot 
adopt pick and choose method in regularisation. 
Applying the policy decision in few cases while not 
doing so with respect to others tantamount not 
only to discrimination but also to arbitrariness on 
the part of the respondent management and 
whenever there is arbitrariness there is always a 
breach of right of equality. Arbitrariness and 
equality are sworn enemies. When arbitrariness is 
present equality is always absent and vice versa. 
Thus, there was already a policy decision issued 
by the respondent Food Corporation of India, under 
which, if any casual worker or daily wages worker 
on or before 2nd May, 1986 has completed three 
months of service, he should be regularised and as 
per the said policy decision similarly situated co¬ 
workers have been regularised. The Present workmen 
Jamuna Das was also fulfilling the criteria of the 
completion of three months service on 2nd May, 
1986 as required under the said policy decision. In 
these circumstances, no error has been committed 
by Central Government Industrial Tribunal No.I, 
Dhanbad in passing the award dated 6th May, 1997 
in Reference No. 122 of 1996. This aspect of the 
matter has also not been properly appreciated by 
the learned single Judge while allowing the writ 
petition. 

“20. In view of the aforesaid decision rendered by 
the Hon’ble Supreme Court, which was also 
pertaining to Food Corporation of India workers and 
which also discussed the same policy decision dated 
6 th May, 1987 that when there is a policy decision of 
the Management to regularise the services of daily 
rated workers / casual workers and when it is applied 
in case of some workers, it should also be followed 
with respect to other similarly situated co-workers 
who are otherwise fulfilling the criteria prescribed in 
the policy decision. In the present case this criteria 
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is completion of three months services as on 2nd 

May, 1986. 

21. After going through the case record and evidence 
on behalf of the parties and considering the exhibits and 
points of arguments put forward on their behalf, I find 
much force in the plead taken by the workmen that he is 
being exploited severely by the management for so many 
years. I do not find any merit in the stand of management 
that he was contractual or part time worker. 

22. Considering the facts and circumstances of this case, 
I hold the action of the management of Food Corporation 
of India in terminating the services of Shri Bhopal Tiwary 
instead of regularising the service is not legal and justified. 
Hence the management is directed to regularise the 
workman immediately w.e.f. receipt of the reference with 
continuity of service since, the direction of this Tribunal 
as per Ref. No. 251/1990, give him full back wages within 
30 days from the publication of the award. 

This is my award. 

R. K. SARAN, Presiding Officer 

M f^rfr, io t#, 2016 

RT.3R. 318.—fRRlR 3#rfWT, 1947 ( 1947 
R?T 14) ^ RET 17 ^ 3PJERJT ^#4 RERR ^ 

WW ^ TTTg: fHAfMcbT 3Tk ERE cH^+kT W spjsfsr 
R fEEK E RRfa REEE 3)WlPl<E 3#TEEE/ 

RE -ElEldE, STRRRTfRT ET W (ER*f 11/2008) EE 
EEEfRE EEcft t, RT rrrr cfjj 10.02.2016 EE WE 

f31T RTI 

[R‘. ERT-22012/5/2008-3E^ER (Rt^E-II)] 
WEE fRR, 3EJEFT 3#TE7Rl 
New Delhi, the 10th February, 2016 

S.O. 318. —In pursuance of Section 17 of the 
Industrial Disputes Act, 1947 (14 of 1947), the Central 
Government hereby publishes the Award (Ref. No. 11/ 
2008) of the Central Government Industrial Tribunal-cum- 
Labour Court, Asansol now as shown in the Annexure in 
the Industrial Dispute between the management of M/s. 
ECL and their workmen, received by the Central 
Government on 10.02.2016. 

[No. L-22012/5/2008-IR (CM-II)] 
RAJENDER SINGH, Section Officer 
ANNEXURE 

BEFORE THE CENTRAL GOVT. INDUSTRIAL 
TRIBUNAL-CUM-LABOUR COURT, ASANSOL 

PRESENT: 

Sri Pramod Kumar Mishra, Presiding Officer 


REFERENCE NO. 11 OF 2008 

PARTIES: 

The management of 1&2 Incline, 

Jhanjra Area, M/s. ECL 

Vs. 

Sri Sriram Bhar 

REPRESENTATIVES: 

For the management : Shri P. K. Goswami, 

Ld. Advocate 

For the union (Workman) : None 
Industry : Coal State: West Bengal 

Dated: 07.01.2016 
AWARD 

In exercise of powers conferred by clause (d) of 
Sub-section (1) and Sub-section 2(A) of Section 10 of 
the Industrial Disputes Act, 1947(14 of 1947), Govt, of 
India through the Ministry of Labour vide its letter No. 
L-22012/5/2008-lR(CM-II) dated 11.03.2008 has been 
pleased to refer the following dispute for adjudication by 
this Tribunal. 

SCHEDULE 

“Whether the action of the management of M/s. 
ECL in dismissing Shri Sriram Bhar w.e.f. 22.02.2007 
is legal and justified? If not, to what relief is the 
workman entitled?” 

Having received the Order No. L-22012/5/2008- 
IR(CM-II) dated 11.03.2008 of the above said reference 
from the Govt, of India, Ministry of Labour, New Delhi for 
adjudication of the dispute, a Reference case No. 11 of 
2008 was registered on 17/26.03.2008 and accordingly 
an order to that effect was passed to issue notices through 
the registered post to the parties concerned directing 
them to appear in the court on the date fixed and to file 
their written statements along with the relevant documents 
and a list of witnesses in support of their claims. In 
pursuance of the said order notices by the registered post 
were sent to the parties concerned. 

Case called out. Sri P. K. Goswami, Ld. Adv for the 
management is present but none appears on behalf of the 
workman/union. 

On perusal of the case record I find that neither the 
reference case was registered on 17.03.2008 / 26.03.2008. 
Thereafter notices were issued to the parties on 10.04.2008, 
24.05.2012,15.10.2014 and 30.03.2015. The management 
filed their written statement on 31.07.2013. But the union 
never appeared before the Tribunal even for a single day. 
41 days have been granted to the union so far but all are in 
vain. It seems that the union/workman is now not at all 
interested to proceed with the case further. As such the 
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case is closed and accordingly a ‘No Dispute Award’ is 
hereby passed. 

ORDER 

Let an “Award” be and same is passed as no dispute 
existing. Send the copies of the order to the Govt, of India, 
Ministry of Labour, New Delhi, for information and needful. 
The reference is accordingly disposed of. 

PRAMOD KUMAR MISHRA, Presiding Officer 
M fevft, 10 Wirt, 2016 

W.3TT. 319.—shjtfiFF feTU 3#rfWT, 1947 ( 1947 
^i 14) +) erro i7 Tf bt+r ^ 

wrft +■ TT^g: [441 *4+Y afk +4<hKl' +r 
4 3iklPi+ f^K -4 7R+R 3iklPi+ srfq+RW 
9IR RffiW, 3TFFRT151 ^ W (7TT4 WIT 49/2006) +T 

y+if^id wfi t, Rf ^Pt wtr +4 10.02.2016 +4 w 

f3R STTI 

[FT. T75T-22012/280/2005-3TTf3TR (RttriT-II) ] 

TDfRT fw, SFjRFT 3#[+7Rt 

New Delhi, the 10th February, 2016 

S.O. 319. —In pursuance of Section 17 of the 
Industrial Disputes Act, 1947 (14 of 1947), the Central 
Government hereby publishes the Award (Ref. No. 49/ 
2006) of the Central Government Industrial Tribunal-cum- 
Labour Court, Asansol as shown in the Annexure in the 
Industrial Dispute between the management of 
M/s. ECL and their workmen, received by the Central 
Government on 10.02.2016. 

[No. L-22012/280/2005-IR (CM-II)] 

RAJENDER SINGH, Section Officer 

ANNEXURE 

BEFORE THE CENTRAL GOVT. INDUSTRIAL 
TRIBUNAL-CUM-LABOUR COURT, ASANSOL 

PRESENT: 

Sri Pramod Kumar Mishra, Presiding Officer 

REFERENCE NO. 49 OF 2006 

PARTIES: 

The management of Ratibati (R) Colliery under 
Satgram Area, M/s.. ECL 

Vs. 

Sri ChandMajhi 

REPRESENTATIVES: 

For the management : Shri P. K. Goswami, 

Ld. Advocate, ECL 


For the union (Workman) : Sri S. K. Pandey, General 

Secretary, CMC 

Industry : Coal State: West Bengal 

Dated: 11.01.2016 

AWARD 

In exercise of powers conferred by clause (d) of Sub¬ 
section (1) and Sub-section 2(A) of Section 10 of the 
Industrial Disputes Act, 1947(14 of 1947), Govt, of India 
through the Ministry of Labour vide its letter No. L-22012/ 
280/2005-IR(CM-II) dated 17.08.2006 has been pleased to 
refer the following dispute for adjudication by this 
Tribunal. 

SCHEDULE 

“Whether the action of the management of Ratibati 
Colliery under Satgram Area of M/s.. ECL in 
dismissing Sri Chand Majhi from services w.e.f. 
19.04.2005 is legal and justified? If not, to what relief 
is the workman entitled?” 

Having received the Order No. L-22012/280/ 
2005-IR(CM-II) dated 17.08.2006 of the above said 
reference from the Govt, of India, Ministry of Labour, 
New Delhi for adjudication of the dispute, a reference 
case No. 49 of 2006 was registered on 18.09.2006. 
Accordingly an order to that effect was passed to issue 
notices through the registered post to the parties 
concerned, directing them to appear in the court, on the 
date fixed and to file their written statements along with 
the relevant documents and a list of witnesses in support 
of their claims. In pursuance of the said order notices by 
the registered post were sent to the parties concerned. 
Both the parties appeared in the Tribunal, through their 
representative. 

The delinquent workman Sri Chand Majhi has filed 
written statement through his Union representative. He 
has stated in his written statement that he was in 
employment in the company as Loader having Man No. 
110426 at Ratibati (R) Colliery under Satgram Area of 
M/s.. Eastern Coalfields Limited. He was absent from 
his duty with effect from 05.02.2001 to 30.07.2001, for 
which he was charge sheeted vide Charge Sheet No. RB/ 
CS/PERS/MGR/2001/213/2675 dated 30.07.2001. He 
was absent due to sickness which was beyond his control. 
Being declared fit, the workman reported to management 
for resumption of his duty, but he was not allowed. The 
workman replied to the charge sheet and appeared before 
the Enquiry Officer. He also submitted his sick certificate 
for perusal of the Enquiry Officer. The workman was 
dismissed from service of the company vide dismissal 
order No. RB/AGT/PERS/05/649 dated 19.04.2005 by 
the Agent, Ratibati (R) Colliery under Satgram Area of 
M/s.. Eastern Coalfields Limited who was not empowered 
at all to dismiss any workman as per Certified Standing 
Order of the Company. It is surprising that Enquiry 
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Officer though submitted his report on 30.01.2003. But the 
workman was not allowed to resume his duty and was 
ultimately dismissed on 19.04.2005 i.e. after lapse of 
more than two years. The workman is sitting idle without 
any job for more than three years. His whole family is 
on the verge of starvation. The dismissal order of Sri 
Chand Majhi from service of the company is illegal 
unjustified and disproportionate punishment for the 
alleged misconduct. The workman has prayed that 
Management of Ratibati (R) Colliery under Satgram Area 
of M/s.. Eastern Coalfields Limited be directed to 
reinstate the workman with payment of full back wages 
with all consequential benefits. 

Management never filed written statement. The 
Tribunal had no option except to proceed ex-parte against 
M/s.. Eastern Coalfields Limited. The learned 
predecessor of this Tribunal passed an order to proceed 
ex-parte on 20.11.2012 against Ratibati (R) Colliery 
under Satgram Area of M/s.. Eastern Coalfields Limited. 

No document has been filed by either side. The 
delinquent workman has examined himself as witness. 
He has not been cross-examined by the management. 
Ratibati (R) Colliery of M/s.. Eastern Coalfields Limited 
has not filed any oral evidence. 

Sri P. K. Goswami, the learned Advocate has filed 
authorization of M/s.. Eastern Coalfields Limited. I have 
heard the argument of Sri P. K. Goswami, the Learned 
Advocate on behalf of M/s. Eastern Coalfields Limited 
and Sri S. K. Pandey, the Learned Union representative on 
behalf of workman. 

Sri S.K. Pandey has argued that due to sickness 
under compelling circumstances the workman Chand Majhi 
was absent from his duty from 05.02.2001 to 30.07.2001. 
He filed his medical papers regarding his sickness. He 
was not afforded to cross-examine the management 
witness nor he was allowed to adduce his defence 
evidence. Copy of enquiry report was not issued to him. 
Neither his explanation was called for after completion 
of enquiry. Even after submission of enquiry report on 
30.01.2003 he was dismissed after two years and three 
months on 19.04.2005. He was dismissed by the Agent 
of the colliery who was not empowered to pass such 
dismissal order. On the other hand, Sri P. K. Goswami, 
the Learned Advocate of the Management has argued that 
it is the duty of a workman to prove his innocence. The 
workman is not entitled for any back wages. Back wages 
cannot be claimed as a matter of right. 

The allegation of workman is that he submitted sick 
certificate, but it was not considered by the Enquiry Officer. 
The Enquiry Officer submitted enquiry report on 
30.01.2003, but after lapse of two years and three months 
he was dismissed on 19.04.2005. The Agent of the Colliery 
is not empowered to dismiss him. All the enquiry 
proceedings were held in utter violation of principle of 
natural justice. M/s. Eastern Coalfields Limited has not 


filed any documents regarding domestic enquiry. The 
Notice of Enquiry, copy of Charge Sheet, copy of Enquiry 
Proceeding, copy of Enquiry Report, copy of Explanation 
of Delinquent, etc. have not been filed by the M/s. Eastern 
Coalfields Limited. These documents are in custody of 
M/s. Eastern Coalfields Limited, and it ought to have 
been submitted by M/s.. Eastern Coalfields Limited. Due 
to non production of these vital documents, the Tribunal 
is bound to draw adverse presumption under section 
114(G) of Evidence Act against M/s. Eastern Coalfields 
Limited that either Domestic Enquiry was unlawful being 
an utter violation of Principle of Natural Justice or there 
was no Domestic Enquiry at all against the delinquent 
workman. 

The domestic enquiry commences with the service 
of the charge sheet. Before proceeding with the domestic 
enquiry against an offending workman, he must be 
informed clearly, precisely and accurately of the charges 
leveled against him. It is the duty of the employer to 
indicate the delinquent employee not only the precise 
nature of the charges, but also the documents, if any, upon 
which the charges are based. The charge Sheet should 
specifically set out all charges, which the workman is called 
upon to show cause and should also state all relevant 
particulars, without which he cannot defend himself. The 
delinquent workman must know what he is charged with 
and have the amplest opportunity to meet the charges 
and to defend himself by giving a proper explanation. 
After knowing the nature of the guilt, with which he is 
charged, otherwise it will amount to his being condemned 
unearthed. Any amount of evidence laid in the enquiry is 
no substitute for a charge sheet clearly setting forth 
allegation with sufficient precision and particulars, so as 
to enable the employee to defend himself which is the 
very purpose of a charge sheet. In a number of cases, the 
Hon’ble Supreme Court has held that an enquiry is not an 
empty formality, but an essential condition to the legality 
of the disciplinary order. Before the delinquent workman 
can be punished for misconduct, the employer should 
hold a fair and regular enquiry into the misconduct and 
dismissal without holding a regular enquiry would be an 
illegality. It is well settled that disciplinary enquiry as to 
be quasi-judicial enquiry, held according to the principle 
of natural justice and the Enquiry Officer has a duty to 
act judicially, because the charges of misconduct, being 
proved, will result not only depriving of livelihood of the 
workman but also will attach stigma to his character. The 
Hon’ble Apex Court in State of U.P and another v/s C.S. 
Sharma reported in A.I.R 1968, S.C. 158 has held that if no 
opportunity is given to delinquent to lead evidence, it 
was sufficient to vitiate the whole proceeding. Hon’ble 
Supreme Court in Rishal Singh v/s State of Haryana & 
Others. Reported in 2014, LAB-I.C., page-3482 has held 
that disciplinary authority is not expected to dispense 
with the disciplinary enquiry. Order terminating a member 
of police force from service without enquiry because he 
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was involved in corruption is illegal and Hon’ble Supreme 
Court set-a-side the Dismissal Order without enquiry. 

Hon’ble Calcutta High Court in Ratan Bhattacharya 
v/s Union of India & Others reported in 2013, LAB-I.C., 
page-638 has held that even for minor penalty 
departmental enquiry is essential when charge has been 
denied by the workman. 

In view of the law propounded by the Hon’ble Apex 
Court and Hon’ble Calcutta High Court even for minor 
punishment the departmental enquiry is must. Since no 
document has been filed by M/s. Eastern Coalfields 
Limited, it appears that delinquent has been dismissed 
from service without holding any enquiry, which is illegal 
and unjustified. 

Natural justice is an inbuilt and inseparable 
ingredient of fairness and reasonableness. Stick adherence 
to the principle is required, whenever civil consequence 
follow up, as a result of order passed. Natural justice is 
universal justice. In certain factual circumstance even non 
observance of the rule will itself result in prejudice. Thus 
this principle is of supreme importance. 

When the charge is proved the disciplinary authority 
with whom lies the discretion to decide as to what kind of 
punishment is to be imposed. But without holding any 
enquiry, the punishment of dismissal for alleged absence 
from duty of near about six months is quite shocking and 
disproportionate and it ought to be set aside. Since the 
workman has himself admitted in his written statement that 
he was absent due to sickness for near about six months, 
he ought to be punished under Certified Standing Order 
because unauthorized absent for more than Ten days is 
punishable. He ought to be punished with minor 
punishment. It is settled law that when dismissal is set 
aside being contrary to law, reinstatement is natural 
consequence. 

Paramount question required consideration 
regarding payment of back wages where a workman whose 
termination is found to be illegal and unjustified, what 
amount of back wages he should be awarded. 

As per section 106 of Evidence Act, it is the burden 
of workman to plead that he was unemployed during the 
period of dismissal. If he pleads that he was in gainfully 
employed during the period of dismissal, the burden shifts 
on the employer to prove that workman was gainfully 
employed during the period of dismissal. If employer 
succeeds in proving that workman was gainfully employed 
elsewhere during the period of dismissal, the employee 
concerned will not be entitled for back wages. But if 
employee pleads that he was not employed during the 
period of dismissal, but if it has not been disproved by 
the employer the delinquent employee will be entitled 
for back wages. The workman has pleaded in Para - 8 of 
his Written Statement that he was idle and without any job. 


His whole family is on the verge of starvation. Even M/s. 
Eastern Coalfields Limited authority has not rebutted this 
allegation by filing written statement. Sri Chand Majhi has 
proved this fact in his Affidavit. While awarding back 
wages several factors should be considered viz; the length 
of service and age of the concerned employee, the 
possibility of getting alternate employment elsewhere. 
Length of service of the delinquent has not been pleaded 
in his written statement, but as per affidavit his age is 39 
years. At this stage it cannot be expected that delinquent 
will be able to get job elsewhere. Therefore in this 
circumstance the concerned employee Chand Majhi will 
be entitled for full back wages from the date of dismissal. 
The Hon’ble Supreme Court in Deepali Gundu Surwase v/s. 
Kranti Junior Adhyapak Mahavidyalaya and Others 
reported in 2013 LA.B. 4249 has held that where employer 
has acted in gross violation of principle of natural justice 
then concerned Tribunal will be fully justified in directing 
payment of full back wages. The Courts must keep in view 
that in all cases of wrongful / illegal termination of service, 
the wrongdoer is the employer and the sufferer is the 
employee / workman. There is no justification to give 
premium to the employer of his wrongdoing by relieving 
him of the burden to pay to the employee/workman his 
dues in the form of full back wages. 

Considering the whole facts and circumstances of 
the reference, discussed above, I come to the conclusion 
that the action of M/s. Eastern Coalfields Limited 
authority in dismissing Sri Chand Majhi from service is 
illegal and unjustified. I set-a-side the Order of Dismissal 
dated 19.04.2005 of Sri Chand Majhi. M/s. Eastern 
Coalfields Limited is directed to re-instate Sri Chand 
Majhi with the continuity of service. I think it appropriate 
that the concerned workman be imposed a punishment of 
stoppage of 2 (Two) increment with cumulative effect. It 
is further directed that M/s. Eastern Coalfields Limited 
shall pay full back wages to Sri Chand Majhi from the 
date of Order of Dismissal i.e. from 19.04.2005 till his 
reinstatement. The order will be enforced within Two 
months after publication under section 17 of the Industrial 
Disputes Act, 1947. 

ORDER 

Let an “Award” be and the same is passed as per 
above discussion. Send the copies of the order to the Govt, 
of India, Ministry of Labour, New Delhi for information 
and needful. The reference is accordingly disposed of. 

PRAMOD KUMAR MISHRA, Presiding Officer 
M 10 TOTt, 2016 
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[71. T7R-22012/295/2007-371^31)7 (7^-11)] 
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New Delhi, the 10th February, 2016 

S.O. 320. —In pursuance of Section 17 of the 
Industrial Disputes Act, 1947 (14 of 1947), the Central 
Government hereby publishes the Award (Ref. No. 99/ 
2007) of the Central Government Industrial Tribunal-cum- 
Labour Court, Asansol now as shown in the Annexure in 
the Industrial Dispute between the management of M/s. 
ECL and their workmen, received by the Central 
Government on 10.02.2016. 

[No. L-22012/295/2007-IR (CM-®] 

RAJENDER SINGH, Section Officer 

ANNEXURE 

BEFORETHE CENTRAL GOVT. INDUSTRIAL 
TRIBUNAL-CUM-LABOUR COURT, ASANSOL 

PRESENT: 

Sri Pramod Kumar Mishra, Presiding Officer 

REFERENCE NO. 99 OF 2007 

PARTIES: 

The management of MIC-Jhanjra Project, 

Jhanjra Area of M/s. ECL 

Ys. 

Sri HariBouri 
REPRESENTATIVES: 

For the management : None 

For the union (Workman) : Sri. S. K. Pandey, General 

Secy., CMC 

Industry : Coal State: West Bengal 

Dated: 13.01.2016 
AWARD 

In exercise of powers conferred by clause (d) of Sub¬ 
section (1) and Sub-section 2(A) of Section 10 of the 
Industrial Disputes Act, 1947(14 of 1947), Govt, of India 
through the Ministry of Labour vide its letter No. L-22012/ 
295/2007-IR(CM-II) dated 26.11.2007 has been pleased to 
refer the following dispute for adjudication by this Tribunal. 

SCHEDULE 

“Whether the action of the management of M/s. ECL 
in dismissing Sri Hari Bouri w.e.f. 12.01.2007 is legal 
and justified? If not, to what relief is the workman 
entitled?” 


Having received the Order No. L-22012/295/2007- 
IR(CM-II) dated 26.11.2007 of the above said reference 
from the Govt, of India, Ministry of Labour, New Delhi for 
adjudication of the dispute, a reference case No. 99 of 2007 
was registered on 06.12.2007. Accordingly an order to that 
effect was passed to issue notices through the registered 
post to the parties concerned, directing them to appear in 
the court, on the date fixed and to file their written statements 
along with the relevant documents and a list of witnesses 
in support of their claims. In pursuance of the said order 
notices by the registered post were sent to the parties 
concerned. Both the parties appeared in the Tribunal, 
through their representative. 

In brief, the workman has stated in his written 
statement that he was in employment of the company as 
General Mazdoor at MIC-Jhanjra Project, Jhanjra Area of 
M/s.. Eastern Coalfields Limited. Workman Sri Hari Bouri 
fell sick from 15.06.2006. He did not attend his duty. He 
informed the management about his sickness. When the 
workman reported for his duty, he was not allowed, rather 
he was dismissed from service without serving Charge 
Sheet copy, Dismissal Letter, etc. The workman was not 
served with Notice of Enquiry or Charge Sheet. Enquiry 
proceeding proceeded ex-parte. The workman was not 
afforded an opportunity to prove his innocence. Second 
Show Cause notice was not issued to him before awarding 
punishment. All the enquiry proceedings and orders were 
in violation of principle of Natural Justice. The punishment 
of dismissal is very harsh. He is sitting idle without any 
employment anywhere. The management’s representative 
appeared as a witness against the workman, which are all 
false. The dismissal of Sri Hari Bouri, workman is illegal 
and unjustified. He belongs to downtrodden community 
of the Society. He is without job, his whole family is dying 
without meal. The workman has prayed that the order of 
dismissal be set-a-side and management of MIC-Jhanjra 
Project, Jhanjra Area of M/s.. Eastern Coalfields Limited be 
directed to re-instate the workman with payment of full 
back wages with all consequential benefits. 

The management on the other hand, has stated briefly 
in his written statement that concerned workman Sri Hari 
Bouri was absent from duty from 15.06.2006 without any 
reason or information. He did not pray for any leave. His 
absence was unauthorized. He was issued charge sheet 
No. ACT/JNR/MIC/P/06/1364 dated 30.7.2006 under Clause 
26.23 and 26.29 of Standing Order seeking clarification of 
his absence from 15.06.2006. The concerned workman did 
not give response to the charge sheet. The management 
ordered an enquiry. The concerned workman did not attend 
the enquiry. Therefore the enquiry proceeded ex-parte and 
the charges levelled against him was established beyond 
all reasonable doubt. Sri Hari Bouri was present on duty 
for 172 days in 2003,166 days in 2004 and 34 days in 2005. 
He was punished one time in 2002 and two times in 2005. 
Keeping in view the findings of enquiry report, last three 
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years physical attendance, management issued him second 
show cause notice as to why action should not be taken 
against him along with the proceedings and findings of 
enquiry report asking clarification from him. But Sri Hari 
Bouri did not send reply to the second show cause notice. 
The management has no alternative as there were no 
favourable circumstances, but to terminate the service of 
Sri Hari Bouri. Accordingly Sri Hari Bouri was terminated 
from his service vide letter No. GM/JNR/PER/08/2007/2504 
dated 13.01.2007. The reference is bad in law. The Eastern 
Coalfield Limited has prayed that the action of management 
is legal and justified. The workman is not entitled for any 
relief. 

The workman has filed two documents, copy of 
Enquiry Proceedings and copy of Charge Sheet dated 
30.07.2006. The Eastern Coalfields Limited has not filed 
any documents. 

The workman has filed affidavit in his oral evidence. 
He has been cross-examined by the management. The 
management of Eastern Coalfields Limited has not filed 
any oral evidence. 

1 have heard the argument of Sri S. K. Pandey, union 
representative, on behalf of workman. The management of 
Eastern Coalfields Limited has not authorized any Advocate 
to represent his case. Neither any Officer appeared on behalf 
of Management to represent his case. The reference is of 
the year 2007. After service of notice, the management of 
Eastern Coalfields Limited has not taken care to file 
Vokalatnama or Authorization of his Advocate to represent 
the Eastern Coalfield Limited authority. Therefore advocate 
of M/s. Eastern Coalfield Limited was unable to argue the 
case. But reference is being decided on merit, rather than 
ex-parte. 

Sri S. K Pandey, the learned Union representative 
has argued that workman Sri Hari Bouri was absent only 
for one and half months. He was never issued any notice 
of enquiry. The departmental enquiry proceeded ex-parte. 
He was never given any opportunity to cross-examine the 
management’s witness. There is clear violation of natural 
justice. None can be dismissed without proper and valid 
enquiry. 

It is admitted fact that Sri Hari Bouri, the delinquent 
workman was in employment at MIC-Jhanjra Project, Jhanjra 
Area of M/s. Eastern Coalfields Limited. It is also admitted 
fact that delinquent Sri Hari Bouri was absent from duty 
since 15.06.2006. None of the party to the reference has 
pleaded in their written statement that how many days the 
delinquent workman was absent. As per the documents 
filed by the workman, it appears that the workman was 
issued charge sheet on 30.07.2006. Till issuance of charge 
sheet he was absent for about one and half months. Though 
management of MIC-Jhanjra Project, Jhanjra Area of M/s. 
Eastern Coalfields Limited has pleaded in his written 
statement that workman did not reply to charge sheet. 


whereas the delinquent workman has denied on oath in his 
affidavit that notice was not issued to him. If notices were 
issued by MIC-Jhanjra Project, Jhanjra Area of M/s. Eastern 
Coalfields Limited to concerned workman, then copy of 
postal receipt regarding service of notice ought to have 
been submitted by the M/s. Eastern Coalfields Limited 
authority. There is no documentary or oral evidence on 
behalf of M/s. Eastern Coalfields Limited regarding sending 
of notice of enquiry. In absence of such notice it cannot be 
assumed that the notice of enquiry was sent to workman. 
Even M/s. Eastern Coalfields Limited has not pleaded in 
his written statement on which date notice was sent to 
workman and on which date it was served on delinquent. 
Domestic enquiry cannot be held without service of notice. 

As per requirement of natural justice: (1) Enquiry 
must be held by a person who is not biased in favour or 
against either of the parties or (2) Delinquent employee 
should be given a fair opportunity to adequately 
representing his case by hearing the evidence in support 
of the party and to cross-examine the witness produced 
against him and also be allowed to rebut the evidence laid 
against him by examining the witnesses including himself 
if he so wishes on any relevant matter. 

Order regarding appointment of Enquiry Officer has 
not been filed by the M/s. Eastern Coalfields Limited which 
is essential to conform the domestic enquiry. On perusal of 
copy of proceedings filed by the delinquent workman, it 
appears that due to absence of delinquent, enquiry was 
adjourned on 29.08.2006,14.09.2006 and 04.10.2006. Finally 
enquiry was conducted ex-parte on 26.10.15. Due to absence 
of workman enquiry proceeded ex-parte. Even if enquiry 
proceeded ex-parte, still then Enquiry Officer ought to have 
fixed a date for defence evidence of workman. An 
opportunity to put defence to workman must have been 
provided, but it appears from Enquiry proceeding that 
opportunity for putting the defence was not provided to 
delinquent workman. It is clear violation of principle of 
natural justice. No person can be condemned unearthed. 
There is absence of enquiry report, explanation of 
delinquent after enquiry and dismissal order. The enquiry 
report and dismissal order are the natural documents of 
M/s. Eastern Coalfields Limited and it ought to have been 
provided by the M/s. Eastern Coalfields Limited to file of 
reference. For non filing of these vital documents compels 
the tribunal to draw adverse presumption against the 
M/s. Eastern Coalfields Limited under section 114(G) of 
the Evidence Act. 

If copy of enquiry report has not been filed on the 
file of reference of Tribunal then it will be presumed that 
without enquiry report, the workman was dismissed by the 
M/s. Eastern Coalfields Limited. The workman was not 
provided opportunity to represent his case after completion 
of enquiry, which is essential ingredients of principle of 
natural justice. While a right to represent against finding in 
the report is part of the reasonable opportunity available 
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during the first stage of enquiry viz. before the disciplinary 
authority taken into consideration the finding in the report. 
When the Enquiry Officer is not the disciplinary authority, 
the delinquent employee has right to receive copy of the 
Enquiry Officer’s report before the disciplinary authority 
arrived at its conclusion with regard to the guilt or innocence 
of the employee with regard to the charges levelled against 
him. A denial of Enquiry Officer’s report to delinquent 
employee before the disciplinary authority takes its decision 
on the charges is a denial of reasonable opportunity to the 
employee to prove his innocence and is a breach of the 
principle of natural justice. 

Hon’ble Supreme Court in Managing Director, ECIL, 
Hyderabad v/s B. Karunakar (AIR 1994 SC 1074) has held 
“when the Enquiry Officer is not the disciplinary authority, 
the delinquent employee has a right to receive a copy of 
the Enquiry Officer’s report before the disciplinary authority 
arrives at its conclusion with regard to the guilt or innocence 
of the employee with regard to the charges leveled 
against him. That right is a part of the employee’s right 
to defend himself against the charges levelled against him. 
A denial of the enquiry officer’s report before the 
disciplinary authority takes its decision on the charges, is 
a denial of reasonable opportunity to the employee to prove 
his innocence and is a breach of the principles of natural 
justice.” 

When the charge is proved, the disciplinary authority 
with whom lies the discretion to decide as to what kind of 
punishment is to be imposed. Of course, this discretion 
has to be examined objectively keeping in mind the nature 
and gravity of the charge. The disciplinary authority is to 
decide a particular penalty as specified in the Model 
Standing Order. Host of factors go into the decision making 
while exercising such discretion which include gravity of 
misconduct. The tribunal while on perusal of case would 
obviously examine as to whether the punishment imposed 
by the disciplinary authority is reasonable or not. If 
Tribunal finds that punishment is shockingly 
disproportionate in comparison to the gravity of 
misconduct, it can reduce punishment. Without holding 
domestic enquiry is violation of principle of natural justice, 
the punishment of dismissal for mere absence of one and 
half months is shockingly disproportionate to the alleged 
misconduct. Though on perusal of charge sheet it is clear 
that delinquent workman has been previously absent also 
for which he has been adequately punished, but on mere 
consideration of post conduct for which delinquent has 
been already punished without holding valid and lawful 
domestic enquiry. The punishment of dismissal is 
shockingly disproportionate and is liable to be set-a-side, 
though the delinquent workman should not remain 
unpunished. 

A question is still remains to be considered whether 
a workman whose termination is found to be illegal, what 
amount of back wages he should be awarded. It is settled 


law that if dismissal is set-a-side the relief of reinstatement 
is natural consequence so far as back wages is concerned. 
A workman whose service was terminated and who is 
desirous of getting back wages is required either to plead 
before the court that he was not gainfully employed or on 
employment of lesser wages. If the employer wants to avoid 
payment of full back wages then he has to plead and to 
lead evidence that the workman was gainfully employed 
and was getting wages. This is so because it is settled law 
that the burden of proof of existence of a particular fact lies 
on the person who is making positive averment about its 
existence. Therefore once the employee shows that he was 
not employed, the onus lies on the employer to specifically 
plead and prove that the employee was gainfully employed 
or getting the same or substantially the smaller emolument. 
It is always easier to prove a positive fact than to prove a 
negative fact. The workman has pleaded in para-8 and 
para-13 of his Written Statement that he was without any 
employment. In the affidavit the workman has stated that 
he does not have any source of income. These fact and 
evidence have not been rebutted in the written statement 
by the M/s. Eastern Coalfields Limited or by adducing 
evidence. Therefore, the delinquent workman Sri Had Bouri 
is entitled for full back wages from the date of his 
termination. Hon’ble Supreme Court in Bhuvnesh Kumar 
Dwivedi v/s M/s. Hindalco Industries Ltd reported in 
2014 LAB I.C. 2643 has held that in case of illegal 
retrenchment, the workman is entitled to full back wages 
from the date of termination of his service till date of his 
reinstatement. In view of law laid down by Hon’ble Supreme 
Court, the workman is entitled to full back wages from the 
date of his termination till his reinstatement. 

Considering the whole facts and circumstances of 
the reference as discussed above, I come to the conclusion 
that the action of M/s. Eastern Coalfields Limited in 
dismissing Sri Hari Bouri from service is illegal and 
unjustified. I set-a-side the Order of Dismissal dated 
12.01.2007 of Sri Hari Bouri. M/s. Eastern Coalfields Limited 
is directed to reinstate Sri Hari Bouri with the continuity of 
service. I think it appropriate that the delinquent workman 
be imposed a punishment of stoppage of 5 (five) increments 
with cumulative effect. It is further directed that the 
concerned workman will get full back wages from the date 
of Order of Dismissal i.e. from 12.01.2007 till his 
reinstatement. The order will be enforced within two months 
after publication under section 17 of Industrial Dispute 
Act, 1947. 

ORDER 

Let an “Award” be and the same is passed as per 
above discussion. Send the copies of the order to the Govt, 
of India, Ministry of Labour, New Delhi for information and 
needful. The reference is accordingly disposed of. 

PRAMOD KUMAR MISHRA, Presiding Officer 
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New Delhi, the 10th February, 2016 

S.O. 321. —In pursuance of Section 17 of the 
Industrial Disputes Act, 1947 (14 of 1947), the Central 
Government hereby publishes the Award (Ref. 52/2000) of 
the Cent.Govt.Indus.Tribunal-cum-Labour Court, Asansol 
as shown in the Annexure, in the industrial dispute between 
the management of Eastern Coolfields Limited, and their 
workman, received by the Central Government on 
10/02/2016. 

[No. L-22012/503/1999-IR(CM-II)] 
RAJENDER SINGH, Section Officer 

ANNEXURE 

BEFORETHE CENTRAL GOVT. INDUSTRIAL 
TRIBUNAL-CUM-LABOUR COURT, ASANSOL 

PRESENT: Sri Pramod Kumar Mishra, Presiding Officer 

REFERENCE NO. 52 OF 2000 

PARTIES: The management of Khas Kajora Colliery, M/s. 
ECL. 

Vs. 

Sri Mangal Paswan 
REPRESENTATIVES: 

For the management : Shri P. K. Das, Ld. Advocate, 

ECL 

For the union (Workman) : Shri Rakesh Kumar, 

President, KMC 

Industry : Coal State : West Bengal 

Dated: 15.01.2016 
AWARD 

In exercise of powers conferred by clause (d) of Sub¬ 
section (1) and Sub-section 2(A) of Section 10 of the 
Industrial Disputes Act, 1947 (14 of 1947), Govt, of India 
through the Ministry of Labour vide its letter No. L-22012/ 
503/1999-IR(CM-II) dated 28.06.2000 has been pleased to 
refer the following dispute for adjudication by this Tribunal. 


SCHEDULE 

“Whether the action of the management of Khas 
Kajora Colliery of M/s. ECL in not accepting the mid 
point of age of Sh. Mangal Paswan, assessed by the 
Apex Medical Board is legal and justified? If not, to 
what relief the workman is entitled? ” 

Having received the Order No. L-22012/503/1999- 
IR(CM-II) dated 28.06.2000 of the above said reference 
from the Govt, of India, Ministry of Labour, New Delhi for 
adjudication of the dispute, a Reference case No. 52 of 
2000 was registered on 17.08.2000 and accordingly an order 
to that effect was passed to issue notices through the 
registered post to the parties concerned directing them to 
appear in the court on the date fixed and to file their written 
statements along with the relevant documents and a list of 
witnesses in support of their claims. In pursuance of the 
said order notices by the registered post were sent to the 
parties concerned. 

Case called out. Sri Rakesh Kumar, President of the 
Union (KMC) appears on behalf of the workman/union but 
none appears on behalf of the management. 

The case is fixed for ex-parte evidence of the workman. 
But, even after so many dates workman is unable to file 
evidence even he never appears in the court. The reference 
is of the year 2005. Even after lapse of 15 years, the workman 
has not filed evidence. It appears that the workman is not 
interested in contesting the reference. As such the case is 
closed and accordingly a ‘No Dispute Award’ is hereby 
passed. 

ORDER 

Let an “Award” be and same is passed as no dispute 
existing. Send the copies of the order to the Govt, of India, 
Ministry of Labour, New Delhi, for information and needful. 
The reference is accordingly disposed of. 

PRAMOD KUMAR MISHRA, Presiding Officer 
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New Delhi, the 10th February, 2016 

S.O. 322. —In pursuance of Section 17 of the 
Industrial Disputes Act, 1947 (14 of 1947), the Central 
Government hereby publishes the Award (Ref. 91/2007) of 
the Cent.Govt.Indus.Tribunal-cum-Labour Court, Asansol 
as shown in the Annexure, in the industrial dispute between 
the management of Bankola Area, M/s. ECL, and their 
workman, received by the Central Government on 
10/02/2016. 

[No. L-22012/111/2006-IR(CM-H)] 
RAJENDER SINGH, Section Officer 
ANNEXURE 

BEFORETHE CENTRAL GOVT. INDUSTRIAL 
TRIBUNAL-CUM-LABOUR COURT, ASANSOL 

PRESENT: Sri Pramod Kumar Mishra, Presiding Officer 

REFERENCE NO. 91 OF 2007 
PARTIES: 

The management of Kumardihi ‘B ’ Colliery, ECL 
Vs. 

Sri Bishwanath Shaw 

REPRESENTATIVES: For the management: 

Shri P. K. Goswami, Ld. Advocate 

For the union (Workman): Sri Bishwanath Shaw 
(workman) 

INDUSTRY: COAL STATE: WESTBENGAL 

Dated: 19.01.2016 
AWARD 

In exercise of powers conferred by clause (d) of Sub¬ 
section (1) and Sub-section 2(A) of Section 10 of the 
Industrial Disputes Act, 1947 (14 of 1947), Govt, of India 
through the Ministry of Labour vide its letter No. L-22012/ 
11 l/2006-IR(CM-II) dated 24.10.2007 has been pleased to 
refer the following dispute for adjudication by this Tribunal. 

SCHEDULE 

“Whether the action of the management of M/s. ECL 
in not correcting the date of birth of Shri Bishwanath 
Shaw and consequent retirement on superannuation 
is legal and justified? If not, to what relief is the 
workman entitled?” 

Having received the Order No. L-22012/111/2006- 
IR(CM-II) dated 24.10.2007 of the above said reference from 
the Govt, of India, Ministry of Labour, New Delhi for 
adjudication of the dispute, a reference case No. 91 of 2007 
was registered on 20.11.2007 and accordingly an order to 
that effect was passed to issue notices through the 
registered post to the parties concerned directing them to 
appear in the court on the date fixed and to file their written 
statements along with the relevant documents and a list of 


witnesses in support of their claims. In pursuance of the 
said order notices by the registered post were sent to the 
parties concerned. 

Case called out. Sri P. K. Goswami, Learned Advocate 
is present on behalf of the management and files his 
authorization but none present on behalf of the union/ 
workman. 

On perusal of the case record I find that neither the 
workman nor his authorized advocate is appearing before 
the tribunal after 01.06.2010. Since then 28 dates were 
granted but to no effect. Registered notice was issued to 
the workman on 03.01.2012 and 10.09.2014. The last notice 
was sent to the workman on 10.09.2014 but the same has 
returned back with the remarks that the workman is ‘dead’. 
Since the workman is supposed to be dead and his 
representative also not appearing before the court I think it 
proper and just to close this case. As such the case is 
closed and a ‘No Dispute Award' is hereby passed 
accordingly. 

ORDER 

Let an “Award” be and same is passed as no dispute 
existing. Send the copies of the order to the Govt, of 
India, Ministry of Labour, New Delhi, for information 
and needful. The reference is accordingly disposed 
of. 

PRAMOD KUMAR MISHRA, Presiding Officer 
4^ fcevfl, 10 Wft, 2016 
dtok 323 — 3[k Ri<b f#44 stPiPeft, 1947 

(1947 44 14) # 4171 17 4) 34J7T7H 3 4)kid WTR 
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New Delhi, the 10th February, 2016 

S.O. 323. —In pursuance of Section 17 of the 
Industrial Disputes Act, 1947 (14 of 1947), the Central 
Government hereby publishes the Award (Ref. No. 12/2002) 
of the Cent.Govt.Indus.Tribunal-cum-Labour Court, 
Jabalpur as shown in the Annexure, in the industrial dispute 
between the management of Western Coolfields Limited, 
Pench Area, and their workman, received by the Central 
Government on 10/02/2016. 

[No. L-22012/23/2001 - IR(CM-H)] 
RAJENDER SINGH, Section Officer 
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ANNEXURE 

BEFORETHE CENTRAL GOVERNMENT 
INDUSTRIAL TRIBUNAL CUM LABOUR COURT, 
JABALPUR 

NO. CGIT/LC/R/12/2002 

Chief General Secretary, 

MPKKMP (HMS), PO Junnardeo, 

Distt.Chhindwara (MP) ...Workman/Union 

Versus 

General Manager, 

WCL, Pench Area, PO Parasia, 

Distt.Chhindwara (MP) .. .Management 

AWARD 

Passed on this 18 th day of December, 2015 

1. As per letter dated 27-12-01 by the Government of 
India, Ministry of Labour, New Delhi, the reference is 
received. The reference is made to this Tribunal under 
Section-10 of I.D.Act, 1947 as per Notification No.L-22012/ 
23/200 l-IR(CM-II). The dispute under reference relates to: 

“Whether the action of the Manager, Vishnupuri 
Mine No. 1 of WCL, PO Parasia, Distt. Chhindwara (MP) in 
transferring Shri Naresh and 8 other tub loaders from 
Vishnupuri Mine No.l to Vishnupuri U/G Mine No.2 of 
WCL w.e.f. 7-1-97 and converting them from Piece rated to 
time rated without protecting their basic pay is legal and 
justified? If not, to what relief these workmen are entitled 
to?” 

2. After receiving reference, notices were issued to 
the parties. 1st party workman submitted statement of claim 
through General Secretary, HMS at 4/1 to 4/4. Case of 1st 
party Union is that dispute is raised claiming protection of 
wages as per rules in respect of 91st party workmen working 
as piece rated tub labour Grade V/AAIconverted to time 
rated since 31-10-95. That the management was aware about 
workman. There is no ambiguity in terms of reference. Those 
workmen were appointed as tub loader on piece rated. They 
were posted at Vishnupuri Mine No. 1, they were transferred 
to Mine No.2. after their transfer from Vishnupuri No. 1 to 
Mine No.2, they were converted from piece rated to time 
rated workmen. They were designated as cableman instead 
of tub loader. They were doing similar nature of work. The 
workers related to dispute were paid salary prior to their 
transfer on administrative ground Rs. 104.0\93 per day. After 
their transfer, they were paid salary basic wages Rs.68.90 
per day. Said action of the management amounts to unfair 
labour practice. As per order dated 27-1-97, management 
fixed their basic pay at Rs.68.90 on the ground that workers 
had given consent to work on time rate. The action of 
management is in colourable exercise of powers converting 


workman from piece rate to time rate. It also amounts to 
victimization of workers. 

3. It is further submitted that on 8-1-97, Mines 
Manager Vishnupuri Mine No.2 displayed notice inviting 
applications from piece rated tub loaders who were 
interested to work on time rated. Signatures of workers 
were obtained on proforma concerned for work allotted to 
them. The workers never given consent to accept lower 
wages. Such exercise of management not assist to evade 
legal liabilities of pay protection converting workers from 
piece rate to time rate categories. Workers on their transfer 
from Mine No.l to Mine No.2 were placed in cadre of 
cableman at time rate basis and while fixing their pay, it is 
not proper. It is reiterated that the workers have not given 
consent to pay them salary without protection of pay. The 
total pay packet for workman should not be less than their 
pay before conversion from piece rate to time rate. On 
such ground, 1st party workman are praying conversion of 
workman from piece rated to time rated without protection 
of pay is illegal. 

4. 2 nd party filed Written Statement at Page 3/1 to 3/6 
opposing claim of 1st party. 2 nd party submits that reference 
is vague. The terms of refer about Naresh and other tub 
loaders, their service particulars, names of the claimants 
are not shown in the reference order. In absence of the 
names and particulars of beneficiaries, adjudication of 
reference is not possible. The reference is incapable for 
adjudication. 

5. That WCL is company registered under 
Company’s Act. WCL has several areas headed by Chief 
General Manager etc. Pench Area has collieries known as 
Nehria, Tisgora, Mathni, Vishnupuri No. 1, II, Shivpuri Open 
Caste, Rawanwara Khas, Ganpathi, Bhagipani Open Caste, 
Iklehra and Gajando. All those colliery are situated within 
the radius of 50 kms. The service conditions of workers in 
the mine are covered by NCWA. Transfer order from one 
to another unit is service condition of employees, transfer 
is being made in administrative interest, request of 
employees. Agreement was arrived between Union and 
management on 21-10-95 in connection of pay fixation of 
employees working as piece rated converted to time rated 
monthly rated employees. The fixation of employees working 
as piece rated, time rated was done as per the agreement. 
Vishnupuri Mine No.2 is mechanized mine. The workers 
designated as tub loader were not required there, hence 
the management displayed notice dated 8-1-97 inviting 
applications from willing workers designated as tub loader 
at Vishnupuri Underground Mine No.2 to work in different 
time rated jobs in another collieries of Pench area. Such 
notice clearly mentioned that such labours who will apply 
for time rated job will be paid basic pay commensurate to 
category. In response to said notification, tub loaders 
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including claimants under reference submitted their option 
to work in time rated job and accepted wages of time rated 
category. 

6. It is further submitted on basis of consent given 
by claimants/ tubloaders in pursuance of notice dated 
8-1-97 they were deployed in different time rated jobs as 
per settlement dated 31-10-95. The details of those 
employees are given in Para-10 of the Written Statement. It 
is reiterated that as per Clause I of Agreement dated 
31-10-95, claimants are not entitled for protection of basic 
pay of piece rated loader. It is denied that those workmen 
were transferred to time rated job on administrative ground 
of the management. The office order dated 7-1 -97 transfers 
were made on the option tendered by workmen in the light 
of order dated 7-1-97, management issued order dated 
27-1-97. On such ground, 2 nd party submits that dispute 
under reference has no merit and deserves to be answered 
in favour of management. 

7. 2 nd party filed additional Written Statement at 
Page 5/1 to 5/4 reiterating its contentions in original Written 
Statement. It is contented that work of tub loader is 
hazardous. The emoluments being paid to workers as tub 
loader piece rated depend upon output given by workman 
whereas job of cableman is monthly rated and they can 
prescribed for the said cadre. It is denied that transfers of 
workmen were made on administrative ground from 
Vishnupuri Mine No.l to 2. While performing job of 
cableman, the workman cannot claim wages of tub loaders. 
The conversion took place as per option given by workmen. 
As workmen not interested to work as cableman, they 
should have represented to go back to their original job. 
Pay fixation is done as per settlement dated 21-10-95. The 
wages of workmen were rightly fixed at the basic pay of 
their respective categories in which they were deployed. If 
pay protection is given to such workmen, it will create 
industrial unrest. Piece rated employee will apply for time 
rate if pay protection is given to workman. No one is 
interested to do hazardous job. Workmen were aware of 
wages of piece rated tub loader and wages of monthly 
rated cableman. They have submitted option with their 
eyes open. Workmen were performing job of cableman. 
They were paid wages for said post. 

8. Considering pleadings on record, the points 
which arise for my consideration and determination are as 
under. My findings are recorded against each of them for 
the reasons as below :- 

(i) Whether the action of the In Affirmative 
Manager, Vishnupuri Mine No. 1 
of WCL, PO Parasia, Distt. 

Chhindwara (MP) in transferring 
ShriNaresh and 8 other tub 
loaders from Vishnupuri Mine 
No.l to Vishnupuri U/G Mine 
No.2 of WCL w.e.f. 7-1-97 and 


converting them from Piece rated 
to time rated without protecting 
their basic pay is legal and 
justified? 

(ii) If not, what relief the workman Workmen are not 
is entitled to?” entitled to any relief. 

REASONS 

9. The Union has raised present dispute challenging 
denial of pay protection to all those 9 workmen. Identical 
affidavit of evidence of workmen Shri Shankarlal, Naresh, 
Enullah, Ayub Khan, Ashok Kumar Dehariya, Riyaz 
Hussain are filed. In cross-examination, Shankarlal says 
he was appointed as piece rated tub loader in January 1994. 
He claims ignorance of settlement dated 31-10-95. He was 
member of Union. The settlement by Union applies to him. 
He did not complaint about forcibly obtaining his consent 
for his conversion from piece rated to time rated. Shri 
Naresh in his cross-examination says he had not submitted 
any application for transfer to Shivpuri Mine No.2. he 
admitted his signature on Exhibit M-1. He claims ignorance 
about the settlement between management and Union 
about fixation of pay. He also claims ignorance how the 
pay of tub loader time rated is fixed. He was working as tub 
loader in the mine. The work of tub loader is not available 
in said mine. Management had displayed notice that as 
work of tub loader was not available in mine, the workers 
desiring to work as time rated in other mines may submit 
option. That he had not submitted application as per said 
notice. He had no grievance till 1997 to 2002 till the dispute 
was raised. 

10. Shri Enullah in his cross-examination says he was 
working as tub loader, pay slip Exhibit W-l, W-2 are 
produced. He would retire in the year 2021. His age shown 
in affidavit of evidence is correct. He was unable to tell 
about merger of HMS Union. While he was working as tub 
loader, he was receiving wages of said post. The work of 
tub loader is in underground mines. He denies that work of 
time rated is at mine surface. He admits that work of tub 
loader is difficult than work of time rated. The time rated 
tub loader is paid wages of said category. The piece rated 
tub loader works more. He gets more wages. He had not 
received order to work as time rated. He had not submitted 
option for time rated category. However he admitted his 
signature on Article A-l. As per notice dated 8-1-97, 
management had called option for time rated workers. He 
admits that post of tub loader was not vacant in the mine. 
He claims ignorance about the settlement between 
management and Union. 

11. Shri Ayub Khan in his cross-examination says 
that his transfer from Vishnupuri Mine No.l to II was on 
administrative ground. Work of tub loader was continuing 
in Vishnupuri Mine No. 1. After his transfer in 1997 in Mine 
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No.2, he was working as cableman on time rated basis. 
Written order was not received by him for working as 
cableman. That he had not complained about forcibly 
obtaining his consent by management. 

12. Shri Ashok Kumar Dehariya in his cross- 
examination says he was working on piece rated basis. 
Exhibit W-3,4 are the pay slips. He claims ignorance about 
merger of Union. He was working as tub loader in 
Vishnupuri Mine No. 1. he was getting wages as tub loader, 
piece rated. He was getting more wages when work was 
more. In time rated category, similar pay is paid. The work 
of tub loader is different. He admits his signature on Exhibit 
M-2 and explained that he signed on it on say of Shri Gupta. 
He claims ignorance about the settlement between 
management and Union. He had complained about his 
conversion to time rated category on 7-1-97. He claims 
ignorance what action was taken on his complaint. The 
evidence in cross examination of Shri Riyaz is also similar 
to all those workers. 

13. Management has filed affidavit of evidence of 
Shri P.Subramani. management’s witness devoted his 
affidavit about settlement between management and Union 
dated 21 -10-95 in connection of pay fixation of employees 
working as piece rated converted to time rated, monthly 
rated. That as per notice dated 8-1-97, applications were 
invited from willing workers, tub loaders in Vishnupuri 
Underground Mine No.2. the claimants had given their 
option. They were deployed as cableman-III, Shivdayal 
had not joined as tub loader. He was deployed as cableman 
III. After deployment, basic wages were fixed Rs.82.38. 
Clause I of the agreement dated 1-10-95 is reproduced in 
his affidavit. Management’s witness in his cross admits 
that any notification issued by office bears the date and 
number. Exhibit M-3 does not bear such number. The 
document shown to him is relieving order of employees 
marked Exhibit M-4. Document M-6 is admitted. It is circular 
dated 3-3-99 issued by Area Office of WCL. In pay slip 
Exhibit W-1 to W-4, the wages of tub loader on piece rated 
basis are shown Rs. 104.93 of Shri Ashok Kumar, Faliram, 
Ayub Khan. Documents Exhibit M-3 is notice dated 8-1-97 
inviting options from tub loader for time rated work. Said 
notice finds clear reference that time rated category workers 
would be entitled to get wages of the category. Exhibit M-l 
is option given by Shri Naresh. Exhibit M-5 is order of 
transfer rinds clear reference that the transfer is being 
affected on administrative ground. Employees are entitled 
for transfer benefits such as TA/DA and joining time. Similar 
reference is found in Exhibit M-4 relieving order. The order 
dated 27-1-97 produced on record. Claimants were posted 
as cableman Cat-Ill. It is clearly mentioned in said order 
that the workmen would be entitled to initial wages Rs.68.90 
per day. Since workmen were relieved and working in time 
rated category from 27-1-97, they had not complained about 
their options were forcibly obtained by the management. 


All the workers received wages of time rated category till 
the dispute was raised in 2002. The evidence clearly shows 
that workmen had aquised to work as time rated and wages 
prescribed for the category as per order dated 27-1-97. The 
dispute is raised by Union in 2002 and the workmen tried to 
claim that they had not given option appears afterthought. 

14. Copy of settlement dated 31-10-97 is produced at 
Exhibit M-l. Clause 11 of said settlement provides- in case 
of monthly rated and excavation where rates are higher 
than piece rated, the mid point fixation will not be applicable. 
As per order dated 27-1-97, claimants were posted as 
cableman III, they were not doing work of tub loader. Their 
claim for protection of pay as piece rated tub loader cannot 
be upheld. The evidence is clear that work of piece rated is 
difficult than work of time rated. For the reasons discussed 
above, I record my finding in Point No. 1 in Affirmative. 

15. In the result, award is passed as under:- 

(1) The action of the Manager, Vishnupuri Mine No. 1 
of WCL, POParasia, Distt. Chhindwara (MP) in 
transferring ShriNaresh and 8 other tub loaders 
from Vishnupuri Mine No.l to Vishnupuri U/G 
Mine No.,2 of WCL w.e.f. 7-1-97 and converting 
them from Piece rated to time rated without 
protecting their basic pay is proper and legal. 

(2) Workmen are not entitled to any relief. 

R. B. PATLE, Presiding Officer 
4s? fcevfl, 10 >5#, 2016 

dtok 32A —3ik ill Rich ftqi4 3tf£lRf44, 1947 
(1947 471 14) 4^1 HRT 17 $ 3 4^4 4R47R 

41 MHcDT 4^ 41414 RPTl4T47f afk 13441 44)4441 
4 l fm, 31544 3 3il4 4 )Rich fcf4T4 4 4^4 

414444 3MR147 31^4444 4l 4414 (4144 4PSJ1 

344/1999) 47t ycblRld 474tfl t, Vfl 44#4 414444 47t 
10/02/2016 471 4141 f34SH | 

[41. 444—22012/245/1999—3715? 344 (4^44-11)] 
41454^1?, 314414 3{Rl47r)t 
New Delhi, the 10th February, 2016 

S.O. 324. —In pursuance of Section 17 of the 
Industrial Disputes Act, 1947 (14 of 1947), the Central 
Government hereby publishes the Award (Ref. No. 344/ 
1999) of the Cent.Govt.Indus.Tribunal-cum-Labour Court 
Jabalpur as shown in the Annexure, in the industrial dispute 
between the management of South Eastern Coolfields 
Limited, and their workman, received by the Central 
Government on 10/02/2016. 

[No. L-22012/245/1999 - IR(CM-II)] 
RAJENDER SINGH, Section Officer 
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ANNEXURE 

BEFORE THE CENTRAL GOVERNMENT 
INDUSTRIAL TRIBUNAL CUM LABOUR COURT, 
JABALPUR 

NO. CGIT/LC/R/344/99 

General Secretary, 

Bhartiya Koyla Mazdoor Sangh (BMS), 

PO Haldibadi, 

Distt. Surguja (MP) ...Workmen/Union 

Versus 

Chairman cum Managing Director, 

South Eastern Coalfields Ltd., 

Seepat Road, Bilaspur (MP) .. .Management 

AWARD 

Passed on this 14 th day of December, 2015 

1. As per letter dated 22-11 -99 by the Government of 
India, Ministry of Labour, New Delhi, the reference is 
received. The reference is made to this Tribunal under 
Section-10 of I.D.Act, 1947 as per Notification No.L-22012/ 
245/99/IR(CM-II). The dispute under reference relates to: 

“ Whether the action of the Chairman cum Managing 
Director, SECL, Seepat road, Bilaspur (MP) in not 
promoting some security personnel from Sr. Security 
Guard/Arm guard T&S Grade “F” to Head Security 
guard/ Hawaldar T&S Grade “E” due to wrongly 
maintained seniority list is legal and justified? If not, 
to what relief is the concerned workmen entitled?” 

2. After receiving reference, notices were issued to 
the parties. Secretary of BMS Union filed statement of claim 
at Page 9/2 to 9/6. Case of 1st party Union is that dispute 
pertains to 11 workmen denied promotion by management. 
That management formed provisional seniority list on 
5-5-97 of security guards, Armed Guard, T&S Gradel. The 
provisional list was not shown to the workmen. They could 
not raise objection about incorrect placement in seniority 
list. Without giving any opportunity, the provisional list 
was made final Seniority list on 8-10-97. Final seniority list 
was also not shown to the workmen. They could not submit 
any representations regarding their incorrect place in the 
seniority list. That the promotion order was issued on 
20-11-97. Junior to 1st party workmen were promoted. 
Workmen submitted representation after the order of 
promotion. The promotions were given as per seniority list 
dated 8-10-97. That date of initial appointment of Laxman 
Singh was mentioned 4-1-91. Date of appointment was 
treated 30-4-83. The date of appointment of Shri M.Tiwari 
has mentioned in seniority list 11-7-78. His date of 
appointment was treated as 14-5-90. The bifurcation of date 
of birth was difficult to be understood. The seniority is 
always from date of appointment when workman start their 
duty on particular posts. The adaptation is unique criteria 


for preparation of seniority list to place blue eyed boy by 
the management at the top of the list of seniority list. Inspite 
of the objections, seniority list was made final. The 
promotions to juniors were given. Management adopted 
baseless and arbitrary criteria of seniority. On such ground. 
Union prays for setting aside order of promotion dated 
20-11-97 and promotions be made after preparing fresh 
seniority list. 

3. 2 nd party filed Written statement on 4-8-2010 
opposing claim of Union. Preliminary objection is raised 
by 2 nd party that order of reference is vague as the particulars 
of juniors to the Security Personnel claimed for promotion 
is not disclosed. The vague reference is not tenable. The 
terms of reference is highly prejudicial to the management 
as appropriate Government has come to the conclusion 
that seniority list has been wrongly maintained. The dispute 
raised is highly belated. Seniority cannot be challenged 
after long lapse of time. The particulars of beneficiaries are 
not given. Reference is not tenable. Union filed statement 
of claim referring to the documents. However any of the 
documents are not supplied to management as per the ID 
Rules 1957. The application for better particulars was filed 
by the management. Union refused to supply those 
particulars. In Para 5 of the statement of claim, it is alleged 
that juniors are given promotion as Security Guard, 
Hawaldar in Basic Pay Rs. 1826-2666. Since Junior persons 
are not impleaded as party, the promotions are covered by 
cadre scheme for security guard, Arm Guards on 
recommendation of DPC. The DPC considered final seniority 
list. The promotions are recommended on merit and 
seniority list. The cut out or datum lies was not discussed 
by the management with Union Representative prior to the 
DPC taking decision. It is managerial function. The 
promotions to eligible persons were given on 
recommendations of DPC. 2 nd party denies that seniority 
list was prepared without considering objections of the 
workers. It also denies that claimants raised any objection 
to the seniority list when the objections were called. It is 
reiterated that any objections were not submitted to the 
provisional seniority list of final seniority list. The 
promotions of security guard were given on 
recommendation of DPC. All adverse contentions of Union 
are denied. 

4. Considering pleadings on record, the points which 
arise for my consideration and determination are as under. 
My findings are recorded against each of them for the 
reasons as below:- 

(i) Whether the action of the In Affirmative 
Chairman cum Managing 
Director, SECL, Seepat road, 

Bilaspur (MP) in not promoting 
some security personnel from 
Sr. Security Guard/Arm guard 
T&S Grade “F” to Head Security 
guard/ Hawaldar T&S Grade “E” 
due to wrongly maintained 
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seniority list is legal and 
justified? 

(ii) If not, what relief the Workmen are not 

workmen is entitled to?” entitled to any 

relief. 

REASONS 

5. Union has raised present dispute. The terms of 
reference pertains to denial of promotion to some security 
personnel from Sr. Security Guard/Arm guard T&S Grade 
“F” to Head Security guard/ Hawaldar T&S Grade “E” due 
to wrongly maintained seniority list. The order of promotion 
is produced at Exhibit W-2. Said document is admitted by 
2 nd party. 1st party Union not adduced any evidence. The 
evidence of 1st party Union was closed on 5-2-2015. 

6. Management filed affidavit of evidence of Shri 
Sanjiv Kumar Jha supporting contentions of 2 nd party 
management in the Written Statement. The documents 
Exhibit M-l to M-7 are admitted in evidence from witness 
of the management. 1st party remained absent and failed to 
cross-examine management’s witness. Management’s 
witness has reiterated that provisional seniority list was 
displayed at notice board. The final seniority list was also 
displayed. Promotions were given on recommendation of 
DPC considering the seniority list. Said evidence remained 
unchallenged. Cadre Scheme is produced at Exhibit M-1. 
Provisional seniority list is produced at Exhibit M-2. Order 
of promotion is produced at Exhibit M-4 shows that 
promotions were given to the employees on 
recommendation of DPC. Exhibit M-5 is office order issued. 
As 1st party Union has failed to participate in reference 
and adduce evidence in support of the claim under 
reference, action of management cannot be said illegal. For 
above reasons, I record my finding in Point No.l in 
Affirmative. 

7. In the result, award is passed as under:- 

(1) The action of the management is proper and legal. 

(2) Workmen are not entitled to any relief. 

R. B.PATLE, Presiding Officer 

^ fcevfl, 10 2016 

dtok 325—3fiddlRi<h srfSrRpFi 1947 

(1947 ibl 14) £1R1 17 3FJ7RU if cj)n£|i| 1[RTR 

^ ^ TFFg Pi if) vd chj afR <b*)cbKj 

$ #ei, spjejg ii RRte afMlRicb ferc ii ^Ri ttttr 
aMRicb -iimicHii P. i, sffitc ^ wr: 

ifrc WIT 3/2015 (71^4 WIT 138/97) ^ht McblRld 
t, 7511 ci^if 7RTR ^ 10/02/2016 ^ht W71 ^3TT 

STT I 

pT Tel—22012/170/1996 —3Tfs?31R (7fRR-Il)] 


New Delhi, the 10th February, 2016 

S.O. 325. —In pursuance of Section 17 of the 
Industrial Disputes Act, 1947 (14 of 1947), the Central 
Government hereby publishes the Award Complaint No. 3/ 
2015 (Arising out of Ref. 138/97) of the Cent. Govt. Indus. 
Tribunal-cum-Labour Court No 1, Dhanbad as shown in 
the Annexure, in the industrial dispute between the 
management of FCI, and their workman, received by the 
Central Government on 10/02/2016. 

[No. L-22012/170/1996 - IR (CM-II)] 

RAJENDER SINGH, Section Officer 

ANNEXURE 

BEFORETHE CENTRAL GOVERNMENT 
INDUSTRIAL TRIBUNAL (NO.l), DHANBAD 

In the matter of a Complaint u/s 33(a) 
ofl.D. Act, 1947 

COMPLAINT NO. 3/2015 

(Arising out of Ref.No.138/97) 

Ministry Order No. 22012/170/96-IR(C-II) 

Vijayendra Kumar, Ex-Manager (D) 

Food Corporation of India 

Area Office, Exhibition Road Patna, Presently 

Residing at House No. 4, Road No.5 

Srikrishna Nagar, Patna -1 —Complainant 

Vrs 

Executive Director, East Zone 
Food Corporation of India 
10-A, Middleton Row 

Kolkata-71 —Opposite party 

Present :-Sri Ranjan Kumar Saran Presiding Officer 

Appearances: 

For complainant : Sri Vij ayendra Kumar 

For opposite party : Sri D K Sethi, AGM, RO, FCI, 

Bhubneshwar 

Industry :- Food Dated. 22/01/ 2016 

AWARD 

2. This case is filed by the complainant under section 
33A of the I. D. Act against his penalty of reduction of rank 
from Manager (D) to AG I (D) on initial pay scale by the 
Opp. Party. During pendency of Complaint case no. 2/14 
as well as Ref no 138 of 1997 was pending before this 
Tribunal and the complainants concerned was connected 
to the said dispute as such it was mandatory on the part of 
the Opp. Party to take prior permission from this Tribunal 
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as per Sec 33(1) of the ID Act 1947 before changing the 
condition of service but the Opp. party has not taken prior 
permission, therefore, the order of penalty is illegal & 
unjustified. 

3. It is submitted by the applicant that, beside the 
above it was also submitted that a charge sheet was issued 
on 30.01.2014 and an enquiry officer was appointed but the 
complainant was not given opportunity to examine defence 
witnesses and was also denied to file defence documents 
and the disciplinary authority after receipt of the inquiry 
report passed the order of penalty of reduction to the post 
of AG I (D) in the initial scale of pay even without providing 
copy of the IO report and thus the complainant was not 
given any opportunity to represent over the finding of IO 
and principle of natural justice was grossly violated. 

4. It is further submitted that the order of the penalty 
has been given retrospective effect, which is also illegal. 
The fairness of enquiry was also challenged by the 
complainant and the Opp. party was directed to adduce 
evidence to justify the fairness & propriety of the domestic 
enquiry. Accordingly the Opp. party with a view to justify 
the fairness of the enquiry has examined inquiry officer 
who has admitted that the complainant was not allowed to 
examine defence witness and his prayer for production of 
defence document was also refused. He has further said 
that the regular enquiry was fixed on 9.01.2015 and the 
same was concluded on the same day. After hearing both 
the parties, the enquiry was held unfair & improper and 
again Opp. party was given an opportunity to lead 
additional evidence to justify the charges against the 
complainant. Three witnesses were again examined by the 
Opp. party but they were of a formal nature and failed to 
support the charges and said nothing about the subject 
matter of charges, enquiry & punishment. 

5. It is also submitted by the applicant that, on the 
other hand four DWs were examined on behalf of the 
complainant in support of his case and they have said 
specifically and consistently that the complainant was not 
actually relieved from Bihar Sharif to Bhubneshwar on 
25.08.2012 and the charges against him is not correct. DW 
has further said that the complainant was paid salary for 
the month of Sep’ 12 from Patna as such question of his 
relieving on 25.08.2012 does not arise. He has further said 
that the name of the complainant was available in the payroll 
of Patna up to 31.01.2014 till the date of his retirement and 
his name was transferred to Orissa region only on 31.01.2014 
at 18.42.00 PM i.e. after retirement of the complainant as 
such allegation about wilful disobedience & non joining at 
Bhubaneshwar is not correct rather it is false. DW has 
further said that complainant was not under the control of 
GM Odisha and as such the charge sheet dated 30.01.2014 
is illegal and any inquiry on the basis of it is also illegal. 
They have further said that the in case of complainant the 
provision laid down in chapter 16 of FCI Storage Manual 


was not complied as such he was not relived from DO 
Patna mere on the ground of service of transfer order. There 
is no cross examination by the Opp.Party on these points. 

6. It is further submitted by the applicant, that Exhibit- 
W-1 to W-14 are filed by the complainant in support of his 
case and exhibited with the consent of the Opp. Party. The 
Opp. Party has not denied any of the statement made in the 
complaint petition of the complainant. Opp. Party has not 
filed any WS or any rejoinder to WS of the complaint. The 
sole defence of the Opp. Party is that the order of transfer 
was served to the complainant on 27.08.2012, therefore, he 
stood relieved but the same is against the provision of FCI 
storage manual as no substitute was posted to take charge 
from him which is evident from the transfer order itself. 
This fact is also admitted that the complainant was a depot 
in charge of FCI at Bihar Sharif and was holding charge of 
food grains of several cores beside records. 

7. From the pleading, documents & evidence it is 
crystal clear that the complainant was not relieved from his 
place of posting at Bihar Sharif to Odisha on 25.08.2012 as 
no substitute was posted there to take charge from him 
and he was continuing there till the date of his retirement 
as per payroll Ext- w-11, therefore, the charges levelled 
against the complainant about wilful disobedience of 
transfer order is base less & false and he was punished 
with a view to victimize him for his trade union activities. 

8. The Opp. Party has failed to prove the charges 
either on the basis of evidence or documents. The charges 
are falsified from the fact that he was paid his salary for the 
month of Sep’ 12 from Patna and his name was continuing 
in the pay roll of Patna till the date of his retirement i.e. 
31.01.2014 vide Ext- w-10 series & w-11 and his place of 
posting is also shown at Patna in zonal office agenda dated 
07.01.2014, therefore, he shall be paid his salary and 
allowances till his retirement along with post-retirement 
benefits from Patna office of FCI as his pay till retirement 
has already been drawn at Patna. 

9. The domestic enquiry was also an eye wash and 
the IO has conducted the enquiry as per dictate of the 
Opp. Party and the Opp.Party was predetermined to any 
how punish the complainant even in violation of statutory 
provision & rules of the enquiry. As per regulation 60 A( 1) 
of FCI Staff Regulation 1971" Any disciplinary proceeding 
of retired employee has to be concluded by the authority 
who has initiated the proceeding. In this case the 
proceeding was initiated by GM Bhubneshwar and IO was 
appointed by him and he was the authority to finalize the 
proceeding as per regulation 60 A (1) of FCI staff regulation 
1971 if the same is validly initiated. But surprisingly the IO 
has submitted the report to the Opp. Party who was not 
competent to decide the same and this goes to show that 
how Opp. Party was deeply interested and how the IO has 
acted in gross violation of statutory rule of inquiry and 
acted as per dictate of the Opp. party and submitted report 
which is against the evidence & documents on record. The 
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conduct of the inquiry officer is highly deplorable and his 
entire action was unjust & improper. 

10. The complainant has referred a judgement of 
Hon’ble Supreme Court reported in AIR 1996 page 1969, 
State Bank of Patiala and Others Vrs S.K. Sharma. The 
relevant portion of the said judgement is reproduced herein 
under:- “Complaint of violation of procedural provision 
should be examined from the point of view of prejudice, 
viz. whether such violation has prejudice of delinquent 
officer/employee in defending himself properly and 
effectively. If it is found that he has been so prejudiced, 
appropriate order have to made to repair and remedy the 
prejudicate, including setting aside the inquiry or order of 
punishment. If no prejudice is established to have resulted 
there from, it is obvious no interference is called for. In this 
connection it may be remembered that there may be certain 
procedural provisions which are of a fundamental character 
whose violation by itself proof of prejudice. The Court 
may not insist on proof of prejudice in such cases. As 
explained in the body of judgement, take a case where 
there is a provision expressly providing that after the 
evidence of the employer is over the employee shall be 
given an opportunity to lead defence in his evidence, and 
in a given case the enquiry officer does not give that 
opportunity in spite of the delinquent officer/employee 
asking for it. The prejudice is self-evident. No proof of 
prejudice as such need be call for in such a case. 

11. In another judgement of the Hon'ble Patna High 
Court reported in BLJR 1981 page 309 has also held in para 
7 which is reproduced as under:- 

“ The position of delinquent staff being a kin to that 
of accused in a criminal trial, it is incumbent on the 
department concerned to allow an opportunity to 
the delinquent officer or staff to adduce evidence 
after the prosecution witness is over. If no such 
opportunity is allowed it will clearly be an infraction 
of the rule of natural justice causing serious prejudice 
to the delinquent staff. Rules of natural justice 
demanded that a clear opportunity should have been 
provided to the delinquent to adduce evidence by 
defence if desired. In the fact and the circumstance 
of this case the denial of such opportunity to the 
petitioner was an action in utter violation in the rules 
of natural justice introducing serious infirmity in the 
impugned order rendering illegal” 

12. As per Apex court judgement the copy of inquiry 
report has to be given to the delinquent before order of 
penalty and delinquent has right to make representation 
over the 10 report but copy of the inquiry report was not 
given and thus the complainant was denied this opportunity 
which is in violation of principle of natural justice. However 
the copy of the IO report was made available as per order 
of this Tribunal during hearing of this case but the findings 
mentioned in the report of the IO is against the evidence 


given by him and also against the documents on record 
and is perverse. 

13. The serious prejudice was caused to the workman 
by not providing the report of the IO. Ext. w-7 is the order 
of punishment passed by the Opp. Party on 29.01.2015 
where under penalty of reduction to the lower grade in 
minimum pay scale was awarded against the complainant 
but the order was given retrospective effect w.e.f 31.01.2014 
i.e. the date of retirement of the complainant which itself is 
illegal and unjustified and is not sustainable in the eye of 
law as any order affecting the right and privileges of an 
employee shall not be given retrospective effect. Therefore, 
the impugned order is illegal, arbitrary, whimsical and 
malafide. Beside the above in view of the Hon’ble Apex 
Court judgement reported in AIR 2002 SC page 643 (1) it 
was mandatory for the Opp. Party to take prior permission 
from this Tribunal before passing the order of penalty dated 
29.1.2015 but the Opp. Party has failed to do so therefore, 
the order of penalty becomes ineffective from the date it 
was issued on this ground alone. 

14. In this case vide order dated 09.06.2015 the inquiry 
has already been held unfair & improper and Opp. Party 
has completely failed to lead any evidence to justify the 
charges against the complainant and the complainant has 
successfully disown the charges by documents and 
evidence. Therefore, entire enquiry as well as punishment 
dated 29.01.2015 is held illegal & unjustified and he is 
restored to his original post & pay. Further the complainant 
is entitle to get his salary and allowances from October 
2012 to 31.01.2014 alongwith all pecuniary benefits of 
promotion and post retirement benefit of Manager. If the 
award is not implemented within two months from the date 
of publication of the award in the official Gazette of India, 
the amount will carry simple interest of 6% PA. 

This is my award 

R. K. SARAN, Presiding Officer 

Rrofl, 16 >5#, 2016 

dl«/k 336—3MRicb f^rrc aifSrf^m, 1947 

(1947 Wl 14) cfl- ETNf 17 3TRTFTT if cknflil TTWR 
Hd^cll Sj'v^PlilRjl RRFft ^ cf> WTcTg cfr mg 
RpiWbt 3fR cb^cbK $ 3T^fH if RRfcd 
aMRicp fcjcfTg if ailsy)Rich aiRpfmi, mgr ^ mre 
(TTg4 Case No. 01 (C) of 2015) RTf muf^RT Wff t 
<f>nf|Al TTWN 09/02/2016 R7T RIRT 1I3TI SR I 

[Tf. Ref—42025/03/2016—3fls?3fR (#?})] 

4 cfc. ^|ujj|jq| e ] / sffgfq^ 

New Delhi, the 16th February, 2016 

S.O. 326. —In pursuance of Section 17 of the 
Industrial Disputes Act, 1947 (14 of 1947), the Central 
Government hereby publishes the award (I.D Case No. 01 
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(C) of 2015) of the Industrial Tribunal, Patna now as shown 
in the Annexure in the Industrial Dispute between the 
employers in relation to the management of the M/s 
Navyuva Engineering company and others and their 
workmen, which was received by the Central Government 
on 09/02/2016. 


[No. L-42025/03/2016 - IR(DU)] 
P. K. VENUGOPAL, Desk Officer 


ANNEXURE 

BEFORE THE PRESIDING OFFICER, INDUSTRIAL 
TRIBUNAL, PATNA 

I.D. Case No.:- 01 (C) of 2015 


Between The management of (1) Project Manager, M/S 
Navyuva Engineering Company Act working as petty/ 
construction contractor in the project of N.T.P.C, Barh 
(Patna), (2) N.T.P.C through its General Manager, Barh, (3) 
H.R. Manager, N.T.P.C, Barh and their workmen (1) Sri Sanjay 
Kumar Pandey, S/O- Sri Ramchandra Pandey, resident of 
Kajmunni Chak, Baillypur (Ward No.- 20), PO & PS- Barh, 
Dist.- Patna, (2) Binod Sah, (3) Ravi mandel, (4) Sanjeev 
Kumar Paswan, (5) Anil Kumar @ Anil Ram, (6) Rajesh 
Kuamr @ Rajesh Sah, (7) Ravi Kumar, (8) Niranjan Kumar, 
(9) Prabhakar Singh. 

For the management : Sri Ritesh Kumar, Advocate 

(O.PNo.-l) 

: Sri Prahalad Prasad, Deputy 
Manager (HR), NTPC, (O.P. 
No.- 2 & 3) 

For the workman : Sri Nivas Madhuvan, 

Advocate. 

: Sri Himanshu Kumar, 
Advocate. 


Present : Bipin DuttaPathak, Presiding 

Officer, Industrial Tribunal, 
Patna. 


AWARD 


letter to the Secretary, Ministry of Labour and Employment, 
Govt, of India, New Delhi regarding failure of conciliation. 

4. N.T.P.C ( O.P No.- 2 & 3 ) appeared in this case 
through Sri Prahalad Prasad, Dy. Manager, HR, and 
respondent, Navyuva Engineering Company Ltd. appeared 
through Mr. S.S. Roy-Manager Liaison. 

5. On 10 th August, 2015 time petition has been filed 
on behalf of the respondent no.-l stating that in this matter 
Reference Case No.- 14, 15 of 2015 and other analogus 
cases are pending for adjudication before the tribunal at 
Dhanbad. 

6. A petition has been filed on behalf of the 
respondent no.-2 & 3 on 05.11.2015 that NTPC was have 
no role neither in engagement or termination by M/S 
Navyuva Engineering Company Ltd. NTPC is only proforma 
respondent to the dispute and has no role whatsoever in 
this matter. 

7. Management ( O.P No.-1 ) has filed preliminary 
objection stating therein that in respect of applicant no.-5 
Anil Kumar, the appropriate government is the State 
Government and not the Central Government. Other 
statement has also been made and prayer has been made 
to decide preliminary objection. 

8. A photo stat of the reference sent to Central 
Government Industrial Tribunal-cum- Labour Court No.-2, 
Dhanbad has also been filed from which it appears that 
Reference Case has been sent to Dhanbad to adjudicate 
“Whether the action of the management of M/S Navayuga 
Engineering Co. Ltd to terminate the service of the workman 
Shri Binod Sah without his outstanding dues of wages. 
Leave Encashment and terminal benefits was correct? If 
not, what relief the workman is entitled for?” Other 
notification in respect of other workmen has also been 
filed. On 05.11.2015 a petition has been filed, duly signed 
by nine (9) workman, who has filed case in this tribunal and 
in the same matter case of eight (8) workmen is pending 
before CGIT No.-2, Dhanbad. Prayer has been made to 
close this case and all the eight (8) workmen are withdrawing 
there case. 


Patna, dated the 29 th January, 2016 

1. The present case has been filed on behalf of the 
workmen with a prayer for direct the concerned respondents 
to pay all the statute dues prayed for in paragraph no.-l of 
the application. 

2. In para-1 reply claimed has been stated for a 
direction to reinstate the services of applicants at their 
respective work as usual with full back wages and other 
consequential benefits. Other claim also been made. 

3. Matter was raised before the Assistant Labour 
Commissioner (Central), Maurya Lok Patna. Lastly on 
21.01.2015 Assistant Labour Commissioner (Central) sent 


9. All the nine applicants appeared in this tribunal 
for there evidence. All the workman stated that the case 
which has been filed here, in the same matter, case is 
pending before CGIT No.-2 Dhanbad and all the eight (8) 
workmen are withdrawing their case and wanting to 
withdraw the case. Though all the nine workmen who are 
petitioner here in, have stated that all the eight workmen 
are withdrawing there case. W.W-3 Anil Kumar has stated 
that he will separately raise his claim before Govt, of Bihar 
and he does not want to contest this case. He will file 
separate case so he wants to withdraw the case. Cross- 
examination of all the witnesses has been declined by the 
management. 
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10. Heard all the parties and perused the record. 

11. Claim has been made only against the M/S 
Navyuva Engineering Company Ltd. who is petty/ 
constractor in the project of NTPC Barh. As such NTPC, 
Barh is only a proforma respondent. Since all the workmen 
have not raised there claim in there respective evidences 
and all the workmen wants to withdraw there case. No 
dispute has been raised in the evidences of the workmen. 

AWARD 

12. Since there is no claim and evidence in respect of 
the claim made by the petitioners. So award is hereby 
passed as “No Dispute Award”. No dispute award is 
passed accordingly. 

Dictated & Corrected by me. 

BIPIN DUTTAPATHAK, Presiding Officer 
'Tij fcevfl, 10 2016 

dkt/k3ZZ^Mf?Ph fefK 1947 (1947 

TbT 14) eft EfRT 17 ^ SPjTRur B, 4K0K W #^TT 

forftcpj 7^ 7^ 'i-Hcg p|i|jv>10j afk \4-10 0H0K) 7f> 

#Ef, STJTfH if PlRte 3MPI0 B xH^ 0 K 

3MPT0 SlPpRH/ m TTTRUeRT, tiuijdjcHH Tfl rpfl^ (/TT 4 
WIT 38/2014) Tpl f|0lPld TfTd) t. Till Zp^pf TRTfjR 0t 
10/02/2016 TpT W7T f31T &1T I 

[Tf. Tel-11012/09/2014-31lf 31R (TflTB-l)] 
TT.Tp -Pi?, 3PJTFT 
New Delhi, the 10th February, 2016 

S.O. 327. —In pursuance of Section 17 of the 
Industrial Dispute Act, 1947 (14 of 1947), the Central 
Government hereby publishes the award of the Central 
Government Industrial Tribunal-cum-Labour Court 
Ernakulam (Ref. No. 38 of 2014) as shown in the Annexure 
in the Industrial Dispute between the employers in relation 
to the management of M/s. Air India Ltd. and their workmen, 
which was received by the Central Government on 
10.02.2016. 

[No. L-l 1012/09/2014-IR(CM-I)] 
M.K.SINGH, Section Officer 
ANNEXURE 

BEFORE THE CENTRAL GOVERNMENT 
INDUSTRIAL TRIBUNAL-CUM-LABOUR COURT, 
ERNAKULAM 

Present: Shri.K. Sasidharan, B.Sc., LLB, Presiding Officer 
(Friday the 29 th day of January, 2016/9 th Magha, 1937) 

ID 38/2014 


Union: 

The General Secretary, Airlines Casual Employees 
Association,II/696, Near Pynadath Building,Kariyad, 
Angamaly,COCHIN - 683589 

By Adv. ShriT.C. Krishna 

Managements: 

1. The General Manager, Air India Ltd., Airlines House, 
Meenamakkam, CHENNAI - 

By M/s. Menon & Pai 

2. The Station Master, Air India, 

Cochin International Airport, Cochin. 

This case coming up for final hearing on 28.01.2016 
and this Tribunal-cum-Labour Court on 29.01.2016 passed 
the following: 

AWARD 

This is a matter referred by the Central Government 
clause (d) of sub-section (1) and sub-section (2A) of Section 
10 of the Industrial Disputes Act, 1947 (14 of 1947). 

2. The dispute referred for adjudication before this 
tribunal is: 

“Whether the action of the Management of Air India 
in not increasing the wages of the casual labourers 
in Cochin International Airport as demanded by the 
Union is justified? To what relief the concerned 
workmen/Union is entitled to?” 

3. After the receipt of the reference Order No.L- 
11012/09/2014-IR(CM-I) dated 15.05.2014 issued by the 
Ministry of Labour, Government of India, summons was 
issued to the union and management Nos. 1 and 2 to appear 
and produce all documents and submit pleadings in 
support of their respective contentions. On receipt of the 
summons the union and the 1 st management entered 
appearance through counsels. Management No.2 remained 
absent. Hence management No.2 was called absent and 
set ex-parte. 

4. The matter was posted for claim statement by the 
union. On 27.01.2016, the union filed a memo which reads 
as follows: 

“1. The issue referred for adjudication in the above 
industrial dispute is with regard to the justifiability 
of the action of the management of Air India in not 
increasing the wages of the casual labourers in 
Cochin International Airport as demanded by the 
Union. 

2. Union had on 10/6/2004, submitted a charter of 
demand before the management in which the issue 
with regard to the increase of wages of the casual 
were also included. As the management refused to 
accept the demands of the Union, the issue was 
referred to this Honourable Court. By an award 
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dated 4/12/2008 in ID No.69/2006 this Honourable 
Court rejected all the main claims in the charter of 
demands submitted by the Union. Union challenged 
the said award before the Honourable High Court 
of Kerala in WP(C) No. 12008/09. By judgment dated 
9/10/2014 the award was set aside and the matter 
has been remanded for fresh consideration. A copy 
of the judgment is yet to be received. 

3. The issue with regard to the increase of wages of 
the casual workers of Air India is one of the issues 
in ID 69/2006. In the circumstance, the above 
industrial dispute may be closed reserving the right 
of the Union to agitate the issues referred in ID 69/ 
2006". 

5. Notice of this memo was given to the counsel for 
management No. 1. Heard both sides. 

6. From the memo dated 27.01.2016 filed by the union 
it is seen that the dispute to be decided as per this reference 
is the same along with other issues to be decided in ID 
No.69/2006. The union has stated that as per the decision 
in WP(C) No. 12008/2009 dated 09.10.2014 passed by the 
Hon’ble High Court of Kerala, Ernakulam ID 69/2006 is 
remanded to this tribunal for adjudication afresh. Hence 
the union has requested to close this reference reserving 
their right to agitate the issues in ID 69/2006. 

7. In view of the request made by the union as per 
the memo dated 27.01.2016, this ID is closed reserving the 
right of the parties to agitate the dispute referred in ID 69/ 
2006, in accordance with the decision in WP(C) No. 12008/ 
2009 dated 09.10.2014 passed by the Hon’ble High Court 
of Kerala, Ernakulam. 

The award will come into force one month after its 
publication in the Official Gazette. 

Dictated to the Personal Assistant, transcribed and 
typed by her, corrected and passed by me on this the 
29 th day of January, 2016. 

SASIDHARAN K„ Presiding Officer 
APPENDIX-NIL 
fcevfl, 10 wrfr, 2016 

dtok 328.—jfldlRl<h fpRTR SlPrfpHE, 1947 (1947 
45T 14) HRT 17 P) 3TFTTTT E, 4N<bK pTRf 

PHMtrei MSFDf $ P Pin chi' affc err) c^k! 

$ SEJEH P PP^I aMPlcb fpRTT B pE^lil 4N<bK 
3MPl<b SlfSfcfTTT/SET -HIHIcHH B0 2, STT4TB ^ W 


(wf WIT 03/2012) 4p 4<blPld ^Rpl t, Bp pEppJ 
4N<bK 4p 10/02/2016 4p KM f3TT HT I 

[Tf. Tel—20012/53/2011—3H^31R (7ftTB-l)] 
EE. P>. fP?, sejeie stPireP 

New Delhi, the 10th February, 2016 

S.O. 328. —In pursuance of Section 17 of the 
Industrial Disputes Act, 1947 (14 of 1947), the Central 
Government hereby publishes the award of the Central 
Government Industrial Tribunal-cum-Labour Court No. 2, 
Dhanbad (Ref. No. 03 of 2012) as shown in the Annexure in 
the Industrial Dispute between the employers in relation to 
the management of M/s. BCCL and their workmen, which 
was received by the Central Government on 10.02.2016. 

[No. L-20012/53/201 l-IR(CM-I)] 

M. K. SINGH, Section Officer 

ANNEXURE 

BEFORE THE CENTRAL GOVERNMENT 
INDUSTRIAL TRIBUNAL (NO. 2), AT DHANBAD 

PRESENT : Shri R.K.Saran, Presiding Officer 

In the matter of an Industrial Dispute under Section 
10(l)(d)oftheI.D. Act,1947. 

REFERENCE NO. 03 OF 2012 

PARTIES: 

The Jt. General Secretary, 

Colliery Mazdoor Congress, 

Bengal Hotel, 2, Md. Hussain Street (PiperGali) 

PO: Asansol, Distt: Burdwan, (W.B.) 

Vs. 

The General Manager, 

E.J. A-ea of M/s BCCL, PO: Bhowra, 

Distt: Dhanbad. 

Order No. L-20012/53/201 l-IR(CM-I) dt.20.12.2011 
APPEARANCES : 

On behalf of the : Mr.N.M.Kumar, Ld. Advocate 
workman/Union 

On behalf of the : Mr.D.K.Verma, Ld. Advocate 
Management 

State : Jharkhand Industry : Coal 

Dated, Dhanbad, the 28 th Dec. 2015 
AWARD 

The Government of India, Ministry of Labour, in 
exercise of the powers conferred on them under Sec. 10( 1 )(d) 
of the I.D. Act, 1947 has referred the following dispute to 
this Tribunal for adjudication vide their Order No. L-20012/ 
53/201 l-IR(CM-I) dt. 20.12.2011. 
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SCHEDULE 

Whether the action of the Management of Bhowra 
(S) Colliery of M/s BCCL in dismissing Sri Raj Kumr Bhuia 
from the services of the Company vide order dated 
28.09.2004 is justified? To what relief the workman 
concerned is entitled to ? 

On receipt of the Order No. L-20012/53/2011-IR 
(CM-I) dt.20.12.2011 of the above mentioned reference from 
the Government of India, Ministry of Labour & 
Employment, New Delhi for adjudication of the dispute, 
the Reference Case No. 03 of 2012 was registered on 
04.01,2012 and accordingly an order to that effect was 
passed to issue notices through the Registered Posts to 
the parties concerned, directing them to appear in the Court 
on the date fixed, and to file their written statements along 
with the relevant documents. In pursuance of the said order, 
notices by the Registered Posts were sent to the parties 
concerned. 

Both the parties made their appearances and filed 
their pleadings and photocopies of their documents. The 
Union and the O.P./Management through their own Ld. 
Counsels appeared respectively, and contested the case. 

2. The substituted applicant is the widow of the 
deceased, dismissed workman Late Raj Kumar Bhuia. Since 
the deceased workman died, his widow has no claim got. 
But taking her condition, it is ordered to give her one time- 
compensation of Rs.40, 000/- , since she is the widow of 
the deceased ex-workman. 

R. K. SARAN, Presiding Officer 
fcevfl, 10 wt, 2016 

d k/k 329 — 3 fldl Ri<h fcfcrrc srf^rf^FT, 1947 (1947 

TUT 14) cf$t EfTTT 17 cf> 3EJ7T7U if, 4^4 'fN'bK 
fUMlTef ^ MSRUf $ TRhg ft4l\44>'f W44^ 4^4)171 

^ fm, 3PJ4E1 if PlRte aMRlcb felTC if 4)nfl4 7R47R 
3MRl<b affSpRU/^ET ""4141 ei 4 ^0 2, STT4TC ^ 

WIT 04/2013) 471 WcblPld 4^cfl t, vjft 4^fEl 

'H74>N 47f 10/02/2016 47t PTRT |3fl SIT I 

[71. W-20012/126/2012 -3flf 31R (TfUTU-l)] 
WT. 4). f^T?, 3EJ4FT srfeRbTft 
New Delhi, the 10th February, 2016 

S.O. 329. —In pursuance of Section 17 of the 
Industrial Dispute Act, 1947 (14 of 1947), the Central 
Government hereby publishes the award of the Central 
Government Industrial Tribunal-cum-Labour Court No. 2, 
Dhanbad (Ref. No. 04 of 2013) as shown in the Annexure in 
the Industrial Dispute between the employers in relation to 
the management of M/s. BCCL and their workmen, which 
was received by the Central Government on 10.02.2016. 

[No. L-20012/126/2012-IR(CM-I)] 
M. K. SINGH, Section Officer 


ANNEXURE 

BEFORE THE CENTRAL GOVERNMENT 
INDUSTRIAL TRIBUNAL (NO.2), AT DHANBAD 

PRESENT : Shri R.K.Saran,.Presiding Officer 

In the matter of an Industrial Dispute under Section 
10(l)(d)oftheI.D. Act, 1947. 

REFERENCE NO 04 OF 2013 

PARTIES: 

The Joint Secretary, (C) 

Rastriya Mazdoor Union, 

Head Office: Chiragora, Dhanbad. 

Vs. 

The General Manager 
Kustore Area of BCCL 
P.O. Kustore, Dhanbad. 

Order No. L-20012/126/2012-IR(CM-I) dt.27.12.2012 

APPEARANCES: 

On behalf of the : Mr.M.N.Rewani, Ld Advocate 
workman/Union 

On behalf of the : Mr.D.K.Verma, Ld.Advocate 
Management 

State: Jharkhand Industry : Coal 

Dated, Dhanbad, the 21 st Dec., 2015 

AWARD 

The Government of India, Ministry of Labour, in 
exercise of the powers conferred on them under Sec. 10( l)(d) 
of the I.D. Act, 1947 has referred the following dispute to 
this Tribunal for adjudication vide their Order No. L-20012/ 
126/2012-IR (CM-I) dt. 27.12.2012. 

SCHEDULE 

“Whether the action of the Management of 
Simlabahal Colliery of M/s BCCL in dismissing Sri 
Raj Kumar Paswan, Ex-P/R, M/Loader from the 
services of the Company vide order dated 28.09.2001 
is legal and justified? To what relief is the concerned 
workman entitled?” 

On receipt of the Order No. L-20012/126/2012-IR 
(CM-I) dt. 27.12.2012 of the above mentioned reference 
from the Government of India, Ministry of Labour & 
Employment, New Delhi for adjudication of the dispute, 
the Reference Case No. 04 of 2013 was registered on 
15.01.2013 and accordingly an order to that effect was 
passed to issue notices through the Registered Posts to 
the parties concerned, directing them to appear in the Court 
on the date fixed, and to file their written statements along 
with the relevant documents. In pursuance of the said order, 
notices by the Registered Posts were sent to the parties 
concerned. 
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Both the parties made their appearances and filed 
their pleadings and photocopies of their documents. The 
Union and the O.P./Management through their own Ld. 
Counsels appeared respectively, and contested the case. 

2. The workman concerned Sri Raj Kumar Paswan a 
permanent employee in Simlabahal Colliery of M/s BCCL. 
This case also relates to dismissal of the workman on the 
ground of absentism. Nothing adverse report is registered 
against the workman and there is nothing unusual on the 
part of the workman to resort to prolonged leave on 
compelling situation in maximum cases in vague or not in 
explicit manner just because to evade work in the Coal 
Mine, that is often hazardous and sometimes proved risky. 
Therefore in the interest of natural justice, it is felt that the 
workman be provided to prove his worthiness. Therefore 
the workman concerned be taken as a fresh employee in 
the lowest Grade but without back wages whatsoever, and 
he be kept under probation for two years treating as fresher. 

R. K. SARAN, Presiding Officer 
10 Wfft, 2016 

dfo/k 330—311 til fit ^ fcTcrrc 1947 (1947 

TT 14) TfSt URT 17 cf> if, 4^4 TTUbR ifcuf 

^ WRUf # TRhg Pl4)w1<b)' Wd# <b*)<bwj' 
ifrd, srgdu 3 PiRte afrurPr ftdrc 3 4)^4 iucbK 
sfTurPh srfSERU/SFT -4I4M4 ^0 2, EETdTT 4) 

(wf WIT 34/2013) dTl WTf^Tcl 4Rcf[ t, dfl 4)^f|ii 
7R47R471 10/02/2016 d^T TTO |T3T SJT | 

[71. W-20012/103/2012-3Tlf 3TR (T^-l)] 
tb. 4). ftj?, srgtTFT 
New Delhi, the 10th February, 2016 

S.O. 330. —In pursuance of Section 17 of the 
Industrial Disputes Act, 1947 (14 of 1947), the Central 
Government hereby publishes the award of the Central 
Government Industrial Tribunal-cum-Labour Court No. 2, 
Dhanbad (Ref. No. 34 of 2013) as shown in the Annexure in 
the Industrial Dispute between the employers in relation to 
the management of M/s. BCCL and their workmen, which 
was received by the Central Government on 10.02.2016. 

[No. L-20012/103/2012-IR(CM-I)] 
M. K. SINGH, Section Officer 
ANNEXURE 

BEFORE THE CENTRAL GOVERNMENT 
INDUSTRIAL TRIBUNAL (NO.2), AT DHANBAD 

PRESENT : Shri R. K. Saran, Presiding Officer 

In the matter of an Industrial Dispute under Section 
10( 1 )(d) of the I.D. Act, 1947. 

REFERENCE NO. 34 OF 2013 


PARTIES: 

The Gen. Secretary, 

Koyla Ispat Mazdoor Panchayat, 

Chhatabad No.5, PO: Katras, 

Dhanbad (Jharkhand). 

Vs. 

The General Manager 
Govindpur Area of BCCL, 

P.O. Sonardih, Dhanbad. 

Order No. L-20012/103/2012-IR(CM-I) dt. 08.02.2013 
APPEARANCES : 

On behalf of the : Mr.B.B.Pandey, Ld. Advocate 
workman/Union 

On behalf of the : Mr. D. K. Verma, Ld. Advocate 
Management 

State : Jharkhand Industry : Coal 

Dated, Dhanbad, the 21st Dec., 2015 
AWARD 

The Government of India, Ministry of Labour, in 
exercise of the powers conferred on them under Sec. 10( l)(d) 
of the I.D. Act., 1947 has referred the following dispute to 
this Tribunal for adjudication vide their Order No. L-20012/ 
103/2012-IR (CM-I) dt. 08.02.2013. 

SCHEDULE 

“Whether the action of the Management of New 
Akash Kinari Colliery under Govindpur Area of M/s 
BCCL in dismissing Sri Chaita Kisku, Ex-General 
Mazdoor from the services of the Company from 
09.06,1998 is fair and justified? To what relief is the 
concerned workman entitled to?” 

On receipt of the Order No. L-20012/103/2012-IR 
(CM-I) dt. 08.02.2013 of the above mentioned reference 
from the Government of India, Ministry of Labour & 
Employment, New Delhi for adjudication of the dispute, 
the Reference Case No. 34 of 2013 was registered on 
01.03.2013 and accordingly an order to that effect was 
passed to issue notices through the Registered Posts to 
the parties concerned, directing them to appear in the Court 
on the date fixed, and to file their written statements along 
with the relevant documents. In pursuance of the said order, 
notices by the Registered Posts were sent to the parties 
concerned. 

Both the parties made their appearances and filed 
their pleadings and photocopies of their documents. The 
Union and the O.P./Management through their own Ld. 
Counsels appeared respectively, and contested the case. 

2. The Reference case is related to the workman 
named Sri Chaita Kisku, Ex. Gen. Mazdoor, whose service 
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was dismissed of the Colliery absentism behind his 
dismissal as ground. During the period of leave, the 
departmental enquiry was constituted but the same was 
remained inconclusive just because copy of the 
proceedings was not provided to the workman individually, 
as alleged by the workman. Allegations and counter 
allegations by both the parties exist in forms of written 
statement and W.S. cum rejoinder respectively. 

Coal Mines jobs are undeniably tougher and arduous 
in nature particularly in the underground. And the general 
conception has always negative as long span of working 
at a stretch will definitely tell upon the health and the 
workmen are always apprehensive of the safety mechanism, 
so they left no stone unturned in efforts to proceed on 
leave on the pretext of ground or other. So in the interest of 
the natural justice and to make it more reasonable, there 
will not be unfair and unjust if the workman is offered one 
more opportunity to reform himself by reinstating him in 
the service as a fresher in the lowest grade but without 
back wages whatsoever, for a probation for two years 
treating from the date, he joins. Accordingly the workman 
be provided one more opportunity to join the duty as a 
fresher in the lowest Grade but without back wages with 
probation rolling up to two years. 

R.K. SARAN, Presiding Officer 
^ Rrofl, 10 >5#, 2016 
dtok33L — afldjRjch 1947 (1947 

TT 14) 4^ £fRT 17 R, 4^4 WbR 

fbMbjef 4) MSRDf ^ Mdlg Pl4)w14>j W44) cb*)<bKj 

efpcT, 3 PiRte aMRicb ftqrc 3 cpsp 
aMRlcb -4l4lcH4 40 2, EFT4T4 4) W4 

(M44 WIT 41/2015) 47) 444^10 4R7f) t, 41) 

47) 10/02/2016 47) RRT f3f) aTT I 

[M. W-20012/30/2015-31l| 3TR (T^WI-l)] 

44. 4). f^, srgdFT 3tf§)47rft 

New Delhi, the 10th February, 2016 

S.O. 331. —In pursuance of Section 17 of the 
Industrial Dispute Act, 1947 (14 of 1947), the Central 
Government hereby publishes the award of the Central 
Government Industrial Tribunal-cum-Labour Court No. 2, 
Dhanbad (Ref.No.41 of2015)asshownintheAnnexurein 
the Industrial Dispute between the employers in relation to 
the management of M/s. BCCL and their workmen, which 
was received by the Central Government on 10.02.2016. 

[No. L-20012/30/2015-IR(CM-I)] 
M. K. SINGH, Section Officer 


ANNEXURE 

BEFORETHE CENTRAL GOVERNMENT 
INDUSTRIAL TRIBUNAL (NO-2),ATDHANB AD 

PRESENT : Shri R.K.Saran, Presiding Officer 

In the matter of an Industrial Dispute under Section 
10(l)(d) of the I.D.Act.,1947. 

REFERENCE NO. 41 OF 2015 

PARTIES: 

The Central Secretary, 

Bihar Colliery Kamgar Union, 

PO: Dugda Coal Washery, Bokaro 

Vs. 

The General Manager 
Western Jharia Area of M/s BCCL 
PO. Moonidih, Dhanbad. 

Order No. L-20012/30/2015-IR(CM-I) dt. 09.06.2015 

APPEARANCES: 

On behalf of the : Mr.D.Mukherjee, Ld. Advocate 
workman/Union 

On behalf of the : Mr.D.K.Verma, Ld. Advocate 
Management 

State : Jharkhand Industry : Coal 

Dated, Dhanbad, the 21 st December, 2015 
AWARD 

The Government of India, Ministry of Labour, in 
exercise of the powers conferred on them under Sec. 10( l)(d) 
of the I.D. Act., 1947 has referred the following dispute to 
this Tribunal for adjudication vide their Order No. L-20012/ 
30/2015-IR (CM-I) dt. 09.06.2015. 

SCHEDULE 

Whether the action of the Management of Bhatdih 
Colliery under WJA Moonidih of M/s BCCL in 
dismissing Sri Shiv Lai Mahato, M/Loader from the 
services vide office order dated 27/29.10.0004 is fair 
and justified? To what relief the concerned workman 
is entitled to ?” 

On receipt of the Order No. L-20012/30/2015-IR 
(CM-I) dt. 09.06.2015. of the above mentioned reference 
from the Government of India, Ministry of Labour & 
Employment, New Delhi for adjudication of the dispute, 
the Reference Case No. 41 of 2015 was registered on 
29.06.2015 and accordingly an order to that effect was 
passed to issue notices through the Registered Posts to 
the parties concerned, directing them to appear in the Court 
on the date fixed, and to file their written statements along 
with the relevant documents. In pursuance of the said order, 
notices by the Registered Posts were sent to the parties 
concerned. 
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Both the parties made their appearances and filed 
their pleadings and photocopies of their documents. The 
Union and the O.P./Management through their own Ld. 
Counsels appeared respectively, and contested the case. 

2. The workman concerned Sri Shiv Lai Mahato, an 
permanent employee as M/Loader in Bhatdih Colliery with 
unblemished track record of service, but. due to illness and 
suffering from it, he started absenting, and the 
Management dismissed him from his service after 
completing necessary formalities .The working conditions 
particularly in the Coal Mines exist to some extant hazardous 
and in underground Mines, sometimes, proved fatal 
despite proper safety mechanism in place and their 
improvement from time to time. Mostly workmen, recruited 
much earlier are mostly illiterate and do not keep themselves 
abreast of the rules and regulations, agreements, bye-laws 
of the Coal Mines. The punishment imposed as dismissal 
citing the absentism ground does not match proportionate 
to misconduct, the workman committed and that will 
definitely put the workman in trouble. Therefore in the 
interest of natural justice, it is of the view that one more 
chance could rekindle hopes to the workman to prove his 
worthiness .Therefore The workman concerned be taken 
as a fresh employee in the lowest grade but without back 
wages whatsoever; and he be kept under probation for 
two years treating as fresher. 

R. K. SARAN, Presiding Officer 
ftevfl, 10 Wfft, 2016 

dtok 332 —sMPTr feK sri^RFi, 1947 (1947 

RR 14) cf?r URT 17 $ SrgTRU if, TRRTR 

#MtRe[ ^ WfcUT # TRfg Pid)vr|</[ RR# <b*)<bKj 

$ Tfrer, if fpf^e aMPcb ^rtr if <f>n£|ii trrtr 
sMfifcb 3TfSrTRU/SFT -if IHI cd H R. 2, RRRIR ^ WR 
(wf WIT 100/2013) TTf McblPld tTTtfl t, Wf 
7RTR R7[ 10-02-2016 RTlRTRT f3TT UT I 

[TT. Ref-20012/134/2012 —3flf SIR (7?1RR-I)] 
rr. Pf?, srgRiR 

New Delhi, the 10th February, 2016 

S.O. 332. —In pursuance of Section 17 of the 
Industrial Dispute Act, 1947 (14 of 1947), the Central 
Government hereby publishes the award of the Central 
Government Industrial Tribunal-cum-Labour Court No. 2, 
Dhanbad (Ref. No. 100 of 2013) as shown in the Annexure 
in the Industrial Dispute between the employers in relation 
to the management of M/s. BCCL and their workmen, which 
was received by the Central Government on 10.02.2016. 

[No. L-20012/134/2012-IR(CM-I)] 
M.K. SINGH, Section Officer 


ANNEXURE 

BEFORE THE CENTRAL GOVERNMENT 
INDUSTRIAL TRIBUNAL (NO.2), AT DHANBAD 

PRESENT: 

Shri R.K.Saran, Presiding Officer 

In the matter of an Industrial Dispute under Section 10(1) 
(d) ofthel.D. Act, 1947. 

REFERENCE NO. 100 OF 2013 

PARTIES: 

The Jt. General Secretary, 

Koyla Ispat Mazdoor Panchayat, 

Chhatabad No.5, P.O. Katras, Dhanbad 

Vs. 

The General Manager, 

Govindpur Area of M/s BCCL. 

PO: Sonardih, Dhanbad. 

Order No. L-20012/134/2012-IR(CM-I) dt.01.03.2013 

APPEARANCES: 

On behalf of the : Mr. B.B.Pandey, Ld. Advocate 
workman/Union 

On behalf of the : Mr. D.K. Verma, Ld. Advocate 
Management 

State: Jharkhand Industry : Coal 

Dated, Dhanbad, the 28 th December, 2015 
AWARD 

The Government of India, Ministry of Labour, in 
exercise of the powers conferred on them under 
Sec. 10(l)(d) of the I.D. Act., 1947 has referred the following 
dispute to this Tribunal for adjudication vide their Order 
No. L-20012/134/2012-IR( CM-I) dt.01.03.2013 

SCHEDULE 

“Whether the action of the Management of New 
Akash Kinari Colliery of M/s BCCL in dismissing 
Sri Amrit Beldar, PR Trammer from the services of 
the company vide order letter dated 05.04.2005 is 
fair and justified? To what relief is the concerned 
workman entitled to?” 

On receipt of the Order No. L-20012/134/2012-IR 
(CM-I) dt.01.03.2013 of the above mentioned reference 
from the Government of India, Ministry of Labour & 
Employment, New Delhi for adjudication of the dispute, 
the Reference Case No. 100 of 2013 was registered on 
09.04.2013 and accordingly an order to that effect was 
passed to issue notices through the Registered Posts to 
the parties concerned, directing them to appear in the Court 
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on the date fixed, and to file their written statements along 
with the relevant documents. In pursuance of the said 
order, notices by the Registered Posts were sent to the 
parties concerned. 

Both the parties made their appearances and filed 
their pleadings and photocopies of their documents. The 
Union and the O.P./Management through their own Ld. 
Counsels appeared respectively, and contested the case. 

2. Short point to be decided in this reference is, 
whether the workman, who has been dismissed on the 
ground of absentism, is to be reinstated along with other 
ancillary reliefs. Documents of the Management, have been 
marked as exhibits. The enquiry held fair and proper. No 
oral evidence adduced from either side. It is submitted by 
the workman that while he was under treatment, the 
Management dismissed the workman on the ground of 
absentism. But the Management justified its action of 
dismissal. But it is seen, that the workman was treated in 
BCCL Hospital during his absence on duty. 

Therefore it is ordered to take the workman as fresh 
employee, in the category where he was working. It is 
submitted that the workman was previously working as 
Cat. IV wokman.If the workman was in Cat. IV, he be allowed 
to work in the same Category as fresh employee. 

R. K. SARAN, Presiding Officer 
fcevfl, 10 2016 

dl«/k 333 — 3 f)£i)Ri<b fkrc stRRfft, 1947 (1947 

T>T 14) kt HRT 17 k 3FJ7RH B, 4N<bK 

fNMRel k MUck k khg Pi Hi vd c^j' affc tyqk dk<bKj 
k 3 PiRte fere b kkk trtr 

kkRich 3TkTNut/SFT -HIHIcdH d. 2, STTdTT k 

wit 119/2013) kt qcbiRid drkl t, vfr kkk 

B'/chK kl 10/02/2016 kl Pd fSTT SJT | 

[7T. W-20012/17/2013-31l| 3117 (TfPTR-I)] 
TR.k. RR, 3FJJJFT SlfkhRt 
New Delhi, the 10th February, 2016 

S.O. 333. —In pursuance of Section 17 of the 
Industrial Dispute Act, 1947 (14 of 1947), the Central 
Government hereby publishes the award of the Central 
Government Industrial Tribunal-cum-Labour Court No. 2, 
Dhanbad (Ref. No. 119 of 2013) as shown in the Annexure 
in the Industrial Dispute between the employers in relation 
to the management of M/s. BCCL and their workmen, 
which was received by the Central Government on 
10.02.2016. 

[No. L-20012/17/2013-IR(CM-I)] 
M. K. SINGH, Section Officer 


ANNEXURE 

BEFORETHE CENTRAL GOVERNMENT 
INDUSTRIAL TRIBUNAL (N0.2),ATDHANB AD 

PRESENT: Shri R. K. Saran, Presiding Officer 

In the matter of an Industrial Dispute under Section 
10(l)(d)oftheI.D. Act,1947. 

REFERENCE NO. 119 OF 2013 

PARTIES: 

The Secretary, 

Koyla Ispat Mazdoor Panchyat, 

Post Box No. 59, PO: Jharia, Dhanbad. 

Vs. 

The General Manager 
Kustore Area of BCCL 
PO. Jharia, Dhanbad. 

Order No. L-20012/17/2013-1R(CM-I) dt. 20.05.2013 
APPEARANCES: 

On behalf of the : : Mr.S.C.Gaur, Ld.Advocate 

workman/Union 

On behalf of the : Mr.U.N.Lal Ld. Advocate 

Management 

State : Jharkhand Industry : Coal 
Dated, Dhanbad, the 21st December, 2015 

AWARD 

The Government of India, Ministry of Labour, in 
exercise of the powers conferred on them under Sec. 10(1 )(d) 
of the I.D. Act., 1947 has referred the following dispute to 
this Tribunal for adjudication vide their Order No. L-20012/ 
17/2013-IR (CM-I) dt. 20.05.2013. 

SCHEDULE 

"Whether the action of the Management of 
Hyrrilladih Colliery of BCCL in dismissing Sri Rajesh 
Kumar, Ex-M/Loader from the services of the 
Company vide order dated 1/4.08.2007 is fair and 
justified? To what relief the concerned workman is 
entitled to?” 

On receipt of the Order No. L-20012/17/2013-IR 
(CM-I) dt. 20.05.2013 of the above mentioned reference 
from the Government of India, Ministry of Labour & 
Employment, New Delhi for adjudication of the dispute, 
the Reference Case No. 119 of 2013 was registered on 
12.06.2013 and accordingly an order to that effect was 
passed to issue notices through the Registered Posts to 
the parties concerned, directing them to appear in the Court 
on the date fixed, and to file their written statements along 
with the relevant documents. In pursuance of the said order, 
notices by the Registered Posts were sent to the parties 
concerned. 
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Both the parties made their appearances and filed 
their pleadings and photocopies of their documents. The 
Union and the O.P./Management through their own Ld. 
Counsels appeared respectively, and contested the case. 

2. This is the Reference Case of dismissal of the 
workman of Shri Rajesh Kumar as a Piece Rated M/Loader 
of M/s BCCL, sponsored by the Union, Koyla Ispat 
Mazdoor Panchyat. So long as adverse report, the workman 
had been all along unblemished service track record and 
was hard working and honest and devoted to his duty, as 
stated in W.S. The workman incidentally went on long 
leave probably one and half month or so, and the 
Management of Hyrrilladih Colliery, as alleged, without 
going into the bottom of the fact inflicted harsher and major 
penalty of dismissal from the service. However, it cannot 
be ruled out of the fact about the workman turning habitual 
absentee in latter stage. During hearing the Tribunal tried 
to go to bottom of the fact that this is not the new case of 
the nature as being explained here, there are countless 
instances of such cases arisen out of little knowledge of 
workmen about rules, agreements, and by laws, and of 
their service conditions, that too are being regulated and 
governed. Though the Management in a very calculative 
move and cautiously went ahead in dismissing the workman 
under the framework of the rules /agreement etc. 

However allegations and counter allegations by both 
the parties exist in form of written statement and W.S. cum 
rejoinder respectively. General perception amongst the 
workers always tends to proceed on leave in view of nature 
of the job which calls for more physical labour and to work 
in unhygienic atmosphere not at all conducive for health. 
The punishment of major penalty in form of dismissal in no 
way stands logic and proportionate to the misconduct 
charge committed by the workman, reported to have been 
proved .So in the interest of the natural justice and to take 
it for more pragmatic approach towards the issue .there will 
not be unfair and unjust if the workman is offered one more 
opportunity to reform himself by reinstating him in the 
service as a fresher in the lowest grade but without back 
wages whatsoever, for a probation for two years treating 
from the date,he joins. Accordingly it is being ordered that 
the workman be provided one more opportunity to join the 
duty as a fresher in the lowest grade without back wages 
with probation extending up to two years. 

R. K. SARAN, Presiding Officer 
fcevfl, 16 >5#, 2016 

dtok 331 —sMPTr fere 1947 (1947 

^UT 14) cfft ETRT 17 4 > 31j'H'd J l if_ 4)^4 4U<bK cfol RR 
Rl4> P 1 U 6 . 4> MRcTR 4> TRFg Pl4)vr|0| 3flY vM<R 
<h^cbwj 3 PlRte aMRlcb ftRTR 3 

'H'tcbN aMPlcb -HIHIcHH, SidHdHK ^ 


RRTR (TTTJf WIT 640/2004) RTj tJcblPld Wfl t, RTt 
4^4 7R47R 471 16/02/2016 R7[ RRT §3R SR I 

[TT. Ref—20040/50/1995 —3R^31R (#-I)] 

RR. 4r PlR, 3RJRFT 

New Delhi, the 16th February, 2016 

S.O. 334. —In pursuance of Section 17 of the 
Industrial Dispute Act, 1947 (14 of 1947), the Central 
Government hereby publishes the award of the Central 
Government Industrial Tribunal-cum-Labour Court 
Ahmedabad (Ref. No. 640 of2004) as shown in the Annexure 
in the Industrial Dispute between the employers in relation 
to the management of M/s. Oil & Natural Gas Corporation 
and their workmen, which was received by the Central 
Government on 16.02.2016. 

[No. L-20040/50/1995-IR(C-I)] 
M. K. SINGH, Section Officer 

ANNEXURE 

BEFORE THE CENTRAL GOVERNMENT 
INDUSTRIAL TRIBUNAL CUM LABOUR COURT, 
AHMEDABAD 

Present : Pramod Kumar Chaturvedi, Presiding Officer, 
CGIT cum Labour Court, Ahmedabad, 

Dated 17 th December, 2015 

Reference: (CGITA) No-640/2004 

Reference: (ITC) No-12/1996 

The Officer on Special Duty (Projects), 

Oil & Natural Gas Corporation Ltd., 

Ankleshwar Gandhar Project, 

Ankleshwar ...First Party 

Vs. 

Their Workman, 

Smt. Rafatbanu G Shaikh, 

C/o. Andur Rauf G. Kapadia, 

Mullawad, 

Ankleshwar ...Second Party 

For the First Party : C.S. Naidu, Associates 

For the Second Party : Sh. Mohd. Irfan 

A. Sujniwala, Advocate 

AWARD 

The Government of India/Ministry of Labour ,New 
Delhi by reference adjudication Order No. L-20040/50/95- 
IR(Coal-I) dated 23.08.1996 referred the dispute for 
adjudication to the Industrial Tribunal, Baroda (Gujarat) in 
respect of the matter specified in the Schedule: 
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SCHEDULE 

“Whether the contention of Smt. Rafatbanu G. Shaikh 
that she was an employee of ONGC (Now ONGC Ltd.) 
Ankleshwar and her services were illegally terminated by 
the management w.e.f. 01.05.1991 is justified? If so, to what 
relief is Smt. Rafatbanu G Shaikh entitled?” 

2. This reference dates back to 23.08.1996. Second 
party filed his statement of claim(Ext.4) and first party also 
filed written statement (Ext.20). Thereafter the reference 
was fixed for evidence for the second party but despite 
giving dozens of opportunities to the second party to lead 
evidence but second party did not lead evidence which 
indicates that second party has no inclination or 
willingness to lead in the reference. First party has also not 
responding. Thus, the Tribunal has no option but to dismiss 
the reference in default of the workman (second party). 

The reference is dismissed in default of the second 

party. 

P. K. CHATURVEDI, Presiding Officer 
fcevfl, 16 2016 

dtok335 —sMRpt fere srfeRm, 1947 (1947 

T4 14) 4^ HRT 17 ^ STd4R u l 3, 7R47R tJSR 

T4 3R1 ^ ^Tfeicrsf ^ TRfg Pm)«r<t>) sfk 

TRpfr cbfjcbK) Cf) fm, 3FJ7PT 3 PlRtp sfleilRcb 3 

<£t£|A| xH^cbK sMRcb 3{jer4RU/;5FT -MlilMd, STjIHdMK 
$ (wf WIT 570/2004) 47) Wchlf^ld 4Rcl) t, 4T) 
4^4 4K4>K 47 ) 16/02/2016 47) W SIT I 

[71. TR3-11012/05/2002-31l| SIR (#-1)] 

wi. 4 ). f^, sfjtft srferaTrft 

New Delhi, the 16th February, 2016 

S.O. 335. —In pursuance of Section 17 of the 
Industrial Dispute Act, 1947 (14 of 1947), the Central 
Government hereby publishes the award of the Central 
Government Industrial Tribunal-cum-Labour Court 
Ahmedabad (Ref. No. 570 of2004) as shown in the Annexure 
in the Industrial Dispute between the employers in relation 
to the management of M/s. Air India Ltd. & Others and 
their workmen, which was received by the Central 
Government on 16.02.2016. 

[No. L-11012/05/2002-IR(C-I)] 
M. K. SINGH, Section Officer 

ANNEXURE 

BEFORETHE CENTRAL GOVERNMENT 
INDUSTRIAL TRIBUNAL CUM LABOUR COURT, 
AHMEDABAD 

Present : Pramod Kumar Chaturvedi, Presiding Officer, 
CGIT cum Labour Court, Ahmedabad, 

Dated 10 th December, 2015 


Reference: (CGITA) No-570/2004 
Reference:(ITC) No. 44/2003 

1. The Director, 

Air India, Ahmedabad 
Airport, Ahmedabad 

2. M/s Philipson Corporation, 

303/220, Shiv Shakti Nagar, 

Ahmedabad 

Vs. 

Their Workmen, 

Through The working President, 

Gujarat Mazdoor Panchayat, 

“Shram Shakti”, PB. No. 77, 

Mirzapur Road, Opp. Prabhat Press, 

Ahmedabad 

For the First Party : Sh. K. V. Gadhia, Advocate 
For the Second Party : 

AWARD 

The Government of India/Ministry of Labour ,New 
Delhi by reference adjudication Order No. L-l 1012/5/2002- 
IR(C-I) dated 19.08.2003 referred the dispute for adjudication 
to the Industrial Tribunal, Ahmedabad (Gujarat) in respect 
of the matter specified in the Schedule: 

SCHEDULE 

“Whether the termination of service of Shri Prakash 
Vaghela, Shri Vijaybhai Goklani, Shri Pankajbhai 
Chauhan and Shri Bharat Solanki by the management 
of Air India and/ or M/s. Philipson Corporation is 
legal and justified? If so, to what, relief are the 
concerned workman entitled?” 

2. This reference dates back to 19.08.2003 and was 
registered on 19.09.2003. Second party filed the Statement 
of claim (Ext.4) and first party filed the written statement 
(Ext 7) on 30.03.2005. Since then neither of the parties have 
been appearing to lead the evidence. 

3. Thus, in the circumstances of the case when 
neither of the parties have been appearing in such an old 
reference. Tribunal has no option but to dismiss the 
reference in default of the parties. 

Reference is dismissed in default of the parties. 

P. K. CHATURVEDI, Presiding Officer 

Tp? Rc-ei), 17 TfRcfSt, 2016 

dtok336—sf)tj) Ri tf> ft4rc srRRm, 1947 (1947 

471 14) 4?) enTT 17 4> SfJTRH 3 47RRr 7R4TR 

teleRf TPTcH, TT£?RPR 4 ) WJcRf 4 ) TPfg Pldlw1<h1' sfR 
tr# cpijchw <£ super 3 RRtp siler)Rich ft4TC b 


...First Party 


...Second Party 
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EeEEi wcbK aft dl Rich srfErRR rE m ^trttcw, 

^ WR (mE TMlSTlfEE 71.996/2004) rE 4<hlRld RRcfl 
t Rl EEEEi 7RTR rE 17/02/2016 rE RRT f3Tl an | 

[71. W-42012/199/94-3Tlf 3IR (EEj)] 

Er. ^nyfmief, tEef stEeftE 

New Delhi, the 17th February, 2016 

S.O. 336. —In pursuance of Section 17 of the 
Industrial Disputes Act, 1947 (14 of 1947), the Central 
Government hereby publishes the award (I.D Reference 
(CGITA)No.996/2004) of the Central Government Industrial 
Tribunal-cum-Labour Court, Ahmedabad now as shown in 
the Annexure in the Industrial Dispute between the 
employers in relation to the management of the Kendriya 
Vidyalaya Sangathan, Gandhinagar and their workman, 
which was received by the Central Government on 
17/02/2016. 


[No. L-42012/199/94-IR(DU)] 
P. K. VENUGOPAL, Desk Officer 

ANNEXURE 

BEFORETHE CENTRAL GOVERNMENT 
INDUSTRIAL TRIBUNAL CUM LABOUR COURT, 
AHMEDABAD 

Present : Pramod Kumar Chaturvedi, Presiding Officer, 
CGIT cum Labour Court, Ahmedabad, 

Dated 21 st January, 2016 

Reference: (CGITA) No-996/2004 
Reference: (ITC) No - 9/1996 

1. The Asst. Commissioner, 

Kendriya Vidhyalaya Sangathan, 

Sector No. 30, 

Gandhinagar 

2. The Principal, 

Kendriya Vidhyalaya (ONGC), 

Mehsana-385002 ...First Party 

Vs. 

Their Workman 
Sh. B.M. Manilal, 

AmtolDarwaja, Bhagiwas, 

Vadnagar, Post Kerala, Pin-384355 

Dist Mehsana (N.G.)- 384355 ...Second Party 

For the First Party : Sh. Mukeshbhai R. Prajapati, 

Advocate 


AWARD 

The Government of India/Ministry of Labour, New 
Delhi by reference adjudication Order No. L- 42012/199/94- 
IR(DU) dated 27.12.1995 referred the dispute for 
adjudication to the Industrial Tribunal, Rajkot (Gujarat) in 
respect of the matter specified in the Schedule: 

SCHEDULE 

"Whether the action of Assistant Commissioner, 
Kendriya Vidhyalaya Sangathan, Gandhinagar and 
the Principal, Kendriya Vidhyalaya, Mehsana (NG) 
in terminating the services of Shri Manilal M. Bhangi, 
Sweeper is justified? If not, to that relief the workman 
is entitled?” 

2. This reference dates back to 27.12.1995. Second 
party submitted his statement of claim on 12.08.1996 and 
first party submitted written statement on 29.09.1997 since 
then the second party has not been leading evidence. The 
advocate Sh. Mukeshbhai R. Prajapati has been 
representing first party but second party is absent. Thus, 
it appears that second party is not interested in the 
proceedings of the reference. Therefore, Tribunal has no 
option but to dismiss the reference in default of the second 
party. 

The reference is dismissed in default of the second 

party. 

P. K. CHATURVEDI, Presiding Officer 
fcecfl, 17 TREE, 2016 

dkvk 33 Z— 3 ?) til Ei<h fEjm 3 ifEm, 1947 (1947 
4R 14) 4E £fRT 17 7F) 3FJTRR E EEEEi 7K<hK TRcl 7RTR 
Em lelEE'd, ERFJ7 E MHcTH E TRhg Pi Hi vd chi’ 3lk 

mE ddjcbw E Em srgm E fEfEm: EtdlEEb fEm E 

EeEEi trtr aiklRicb stEefrr m m mmim, rnmv 

E w (mE tt. 15/2015) El udiiEid rrEi t mr EEEi 

7RTR El 28/01/2016 El HTTl §3E SJT I 

[m. mi-400ii/0i/20i5-3n| sir (EEj)] 

El. E. EyiEnei, Efe sEefeE 

New Delhi, the 17th February, 2016 

S.O. 337. —In pursuance of Section 17 of the 
Industrial Disputes Act, 1947 (14 of 1947), the Central 
Government hereby publishes the award (I. D No. 15/2015) 
of the Central Government Industrial Tribunal Cum Labour 
Court, Jaipur now as shown in the Annexure in the Industrial 
Dispute between the employers in relation to the 
management of the Bharat Sanchar Nigam Limited, Jodhpur 
and their workmen, which was received by the Central 
Government on 28/01/2016. 

[No. L-40011/01/2015-IR(DU)] 
P. K. VENUGOPAL, Desk Officer 


For the Second Party: 
















































[WII—IPS 3(ii)] 


<3 TRcT BIT BBTB : BBBTt 20, 2016/W^ 1, 1937 


817 


ANNEXURE 

CENTRAL GOVERNMENT INDUSTRIAL TRIBUNAL- 
CUM-LABOUR COURT, JAIPUR 

BHARATPANDEY, PRESIDING OFFICER 

I.D. 15/2015 

Reference No.L-40011/01/2015-IR(DU) 
dated: 16.2.2015 

Shri Pukhraj Sain 

S/o Shri Mohan Kishan Sain 

C/o Rajasthan Trade Union Kendra 

Pradhan Karyalaya-Surat Singh Ji Ki Kothi, 

Sojti Gate ke bahar 
Jodhpur-342008. 

Y/s 

1. The Divisional Engineer (Admin) 

Bharat Sanchar Nigam Limited 
Deptt. Of Telecom, GMTD Office, 

Subhash Nagar, Pal Road, 

Jodhpur-342008. 

2. The Assistant General Manager 
Bharat Sanchar Nigam Limited, 

Deptt. of Telecom 
Subhashnagar, Pal Road, 

Jodhpur -342008. 

AWARD 

17.12.2015 

1. The Central Government in exercise of the powers 
conferred under clause (d) of Sub section 1 and 2(A) of 
Section 10 of the Industrial Disputes Act, 1947 has referred 
the following Industrial dispute to this tribunal for 
adjudication:- 

"BBT OTOT BEEEEEE, BTE1 

E/H t H J K, BIE Tfg, ERRY (BRIO) B 2- 
EOTftB SlfJmcTT (y^INHpIcb), BBBfefR, BRR 

ERTB f^FTR TTef EfE, 

ERE)/ (RBTO) 3- ^EB BETBBBBE RTE1 EBTB f^ETB 
fiEBTefB, EBB/ BTB BERBER 
^ RfgH B^ PlB^d BE^ B?t 

cbl4c|lifl tElf^EE BB RIB EBB t, bR B^l El BTsff 
RbB yIga BB 3fk BE Ef Ml4 BB EBER %?" 

2. Pursuant to the receipt of the reference order, 
registered notices were issued to the parties as per the 
order of the tribunal dated 2.3.2015 fixing 24.6.2015 for filing 
statement of claim. On 24.6.2015 applicant appeared in 
person & stated that he has not appointed his counsel. 


hence, case be adjourned for filing statement of claim & 
appointment of counsel. Sh. Altaph Hussain Rahi, Sub- 
Divisional Engineer (HRD) appeared on behalf of opposite 
party BSNL. 7.9.2015 was next date fixed for filing statement 
of claim. 

3. On 7.9.2015 applicant appeared in person but 
statement of claim was not filed. Authority of Sh. A.N. Jain 
on behalf of opposite party was filed who appeared on 
behalf of opposite party. Sh. Altaph Hussain Rahi, Sub- 
Divisional Engineer (HRD) also appeared from opposite 
party. Case was adjourned for filing statement of claim on 

30.11.2015 as requested by applicant. Applicant appeared 
in person. None appeared on behalf of opposite party. An 
application was moved by applicant for withdrawal of the 
case. As the applicant was not identified by his 
representative on the application because he had not 
appointed his representative case was adjourned on the 
request of applicant. Applicant alleged that he will appear 
with his representative on next date fixed on 17.12.2015. It 
was ordered on 30.11.2015 that applicant may file claim on 

17.12.2015 if he intends to file statement of claim. 

4. On 17.12.2015 applicant Sh. Pukhraj Sain appeared 
in person. Sh. Altaph Hussain Rahi, Sub-Divisional Engineer 
(HRD) appeared on behalf of opposite party BSNL who 
filed an application to the effect that the department of 
BSNL has no objection in withdrawal of the case by 
applicant Sh. Pukhraj Sain. He has further alleged that there 
has been no pressure of any kind from the department on 
Sh. Pukhraj Sain to withdraw the case. Further, Sh. Altaph 
Hussain Rahi, Sub-Divisional Engineer (HRD) has made 
endorsement on the application of Sh. Pukhraj Sain to 
withdraw the case which reads as under :- 

“No objection if Pukhraj Sain withdraw his case in 

his own behalf.” Sd/- Altaph Hussain Rahi, SDE 

(Admn), O/o GMTD Jodhpur BSNL. 

5. The case was reserved for passing award on the 
basis of application of Sh. Pukhraj Sain for withdrawing 
the case. The application of the applicant Sh. Pukhraj Sain 
for withdrawing the case reads as under :- 

d£b Ijdfc vl£lfe<d vf/ldj .k, oaj e 

Ukiy; 

5BRHM 15/2015 
BTsft- BBTB 3Msft- 

^ jJERBT fl. PE. TB. W- 

BREI BE BRvT TIBT f^BfifclBEH f^BTB REE?fB EIBTcBB 
71 BENT clBE Bi^Od EOT ETBTefB 3 BEJR BE4 BTBR 
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HM<R, 

1. W t Wsff cf> £RT TRp f^FTfcRTAT fejR 

Rem TpTT f^RT TfaT Pi|Hfcl4RU| TpT ^ 

W5 ^ £RT HM/lh -illillcHil WRT if PrIIAI iWt 
■ m sit i 

2. msjf HH/lh -i||i|Mi| 

Tmj7 3 fefcl t MRH ^ 7JRR5 WT 7) ^TWfcTcT TfRp R 
cb^HI^ RRRT ?I TfT 11 Tisff Trj c|^HH R 33^ 
/Pr/fT cj) 6||c|^ iff mRiRh 405/- 75T^ $ 

ST^RR 30 f^T ^ 12,150/- Wt JIM ^T T# t WIT vRP) 
ifr 10 TfcRlcT f^TET £RT TfR 1,250/- Wt ER# 

cfcH if TT WT R<4 «IHtt WIT TfTsff Tlfct ERTJT 3TT7fR 
ERp if eFPET 1,200/— RRl IlT % I 

3. M t f% TRET MTfcT ^ TRT f^REfcEEWT ftWT 
Mol EM R|i||cHi| RtH^T if pN-dlRd ^ 11 pREf 
W^TT/t Trj EM RlillcHil ^ 31Ef?T WRTW MJcllT TEcT 
^3tT 11 

4. M t f% msff '’ft TRR Wfct 7f) STET f^ETT^f 

srgcftr t^eRT 4 / ret §3tt t wft stetr tt tter-sir wi 

RETTcTT, EflEET ET Tp^pT TRIRTReE TfTREEW if Wt 
UM 4Rp MRR eETETT RElftcT if EpRT TRWTT t 
WIT R? MRR cpHM REITeEI ^ MEFR TRR&TH EM 
RRTEEI, ETtWJT ET E^pf WTRTpW ETREEWT E ERR 
ERET f^Rr 3EJTTR E Wl El Rid TRWTT 11 

3TE: ETsfET EE ERJE ER MeE t f% ETsff Elf TfET 
P|EHR|ER u I ftETE HMplE -EIEIcHE TT ETETT efER EMTlEd 
EcTRT E^ 7TSR MTETefE if EWE ERp %cj ^ETRTE ERE 
ET^I 

Etsft 

EWTSR 

EWfR jJWEET #E 

No objection if Pukhraj Sain 
Withdraw his case in his own behalf. 

Altaf Husain Rahi 
Signature Illegible 
SDE(Admn) 

%GMTD Jodhpur BSNL 

6. Looking into content of the application of Sh. 
Pukhraj Sain it is clear that he is not interested in filing 
statement of claim & evidence for adjudication of the 
reference as stated above. He is interested in withdrawing 
the case before this tribunal based on reference under 
adjudication & presenting the matter for adjudication 
before the CAT or Hon’ble High Court of Rajasthan at 
Jodhpur. Accordingly, the application of the applicant is 
allowed & case of the applicant is dismissed as withdrawn. 


The reference under adjudication is answered accordingly. 
7. Award as above. 

BHARAT PANDEY, Presiding Officer 
Ei? RotTI, 17 EREft, 2016 

dtok338 —sMRet Rete sjRRer 1947 (1947 

EE 14) E^t ERT 17 E^ 3JE/RH *t EiRk TREE? ^RT 
aim^Rcb ^41 e/h fetft^E, gcj zfr eeeee $ twe ReFte!? 
sfk EE^ EEfEET 3TJEE E PlRte 3ftRtP[ET RETE 
E cjiRlh TREET 3fl?jlR|cb 3 {ReRR Rf EE RTETefE.2, 
gE^ 7^ true (TTE^ 7T. TMtSTT^t 2/83 of 2014) Elf 
EEERIcT ERrft t Efr EiRlE TREE? ETt 17/02/2016 ETt EM 
§3fTET| 

[TT. Eel—14011/10/2014—3TT^ 3TR (^Pj)] 

i).#. ^JEtETef, ^TET StPtEE^ 

New Delhi, the 17th February, 2016 

S.O. 338. —In pursuance of Section 17 of the 
Industrial Disputes Act, 1947 (14 of 1947), the Central 
Government hereby publishes the award (I.D Reference 
No.CGIT-2/83 of 2014) of the Central Government Industrial 
Tribunal Cum Labour Court No.2, Mumbai now as shown 
in the Annexure in the Industrial Dispute between the 
employers in relation to the management of the B.E.L. 
Optronic Devices Ltd., Pune and their workmen, which was 
received by the Central Government on 17/02/2016. 

[No. L-14011/10/2014-IR(DU)] 
P. K. VENUGOPAL, Desk Officer 

ANNEXURE 

BEFOKETHE CENTRAL GOVERNMENT 
INDUSTRIAL TRIBUNAL NOJ, MUMBAI 

PRESENT : M. V. DESHPANDE, Presiding Officer 

REFERENCE NO.CGIT-2/83 of 2014 

EMPLOYERS IN RELATION TO THE MANAGEMENT 
OFB.E.L. OPTRONIC DEVICES LTD. 

The Chief Executive Officer 
BEL Optronic Devices Ltd. 

EL-30, T Block, MIDC 
Pune 411026. 

AND 

Their Workmen 
The President 

BEL Optronic Devices Employees’ Union 

EL-30, J-Block 

MIDC 

Pune 411026. 
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APPEARANCES: 

FOR THE EMPLOYER : Mr. S. N. Desai, Advocate 

FOR TFIE UNION : Mr. Umesh Vishwad, 

Advocate 

Mumbai, dated the 27 th January, 2016 
AWARD 

The Government of India, Ministry of Labour & 
Employment by itsOrderNo.L-14011/10/2014-IR (DU), dated 
01.09.2014 in exercise of the powers conferred by clause 
(d) of sub-section (1) and sub-section 2 (A) of Section 10 
of the Industrial Disputes Act, 1947 have referred the 
following industrial dispute to this Tribunal for 
adjudication: 

“Whether the action of the management of BEL 
Optronic Devices Ltd., Pune in declaring the plant 
performance incentive unilaterally without showing 
any base or formula is justified? If not to what relief 
the union is entitled to?” 


2. After receipt of the reference, both parties were 
served with notice. The reference was fixed for filing of 
Statement of Claim by the Union. In response to the notice. 
Second party union filed their Statement of Claim at Ex-7. 
On 13/2/2015 union filed application Ex-9 for interim relief. 
Management filed their Say (Ex-10) on interim relief 
application and Written Statement at Ex-11. 

3. The matter was fixed for hearing on Ex-9. On 
19/10/2015, Union filed application (Ex-12) along with 
affidavit in support for withdrawing the Reference. 
Representative (General Secretary) of the Second Party 
Union prayed to dispose of this Reference as they are not 
interested in pursuing it further. After hearing both parties 
on Ex-12, today i.e. on 27/01/2016, Orders were passed on 
Ex-12. As the Second Party Union does not want to pursue 
this matter, the Reference is disposed of. Hence the order: 

ORDER 

Reference stands disposed of as withdrawn. 

Date: 27.01.2016 
M.V. DESHPANDE, Presiding Officer 
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